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ABSTRACT
EFFECTIVENESS OF UTILIZING AN INCLUSIONARY MODEL FOR STUDENTS
WITH DISABILITIES AT BOTH THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
SCHOOL LEVELS
FEBRUARY 1994
KATHLEEN A. CALLAHAN, B.A., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT
M.A., UNIVERSITY OF CONNECTICUT
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST
Directed by: Professor Patricia Anthony

The purpose of this study was to conduct field research to analyze actual
outcomes for students with moderate to severe disabilities educated in regular educational
settings. This study sought to determine if students with moderate to severe disabilities
were successful after implementation of an inclusive model. Both qualitative and
quantitative methods were applied in this study. A modified case study design was used
including interviews, observations, questionnaires, record analyses, and surveys.
The results indicated that the four cases represent an overall successful program
model with individual variations. Students achieved the highest rate of success as
measured by the Individualized Education Program (IEP) progress, grades, and parent
satisfaction. All four cases demonstrate the need for more peer friendships that carry
over into after-school life. Definitions of student success varied across the groups
surveyed. Over 75% of teachers surveyed felt that students in this study could be
successfully integrated; yet only 45% actually felt successful. The most important three
conditions teachers needed for teachers to feel successful were extra time for
consultation, curriculum adaptation, and individualizing instruction. Teachers rated staff
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expertise, administrative commitment, and flexibility of professionals as most supportive
of successful integration. Teachers felt that paid summer time and release time were least
supportive of integration efforts. In spite of the positive findings, 53% of these teachers
preferred a pull-out model of instruction. Parents were split more evenly between pull¬
out and inclusive models. Three of the four case study students and all of the peers
interviewed chose an inclusive educational setting.
Results of this study suggest that the school day needs to be reorganized to allow
teachers more time to collaborate and plan. The role of individual aides for students with
moderate to severe disabilities should be carefully reviewed and defined. Definitions of
student's success should be clearly established. Special education documents such as the
Individual Education Plan (IEP) and progress report need stable formats in order to
perform longitudinal studies of student's success.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem
Disagreements over how and where to educate students with disabilities can be
traced as far back as the early 1800s. Avoiding disruption and relieving stress on teachers
and other children by removing students with disabilities to separate, special classes,
often in separate schools, was the philosophy of the 1800s (Rothstein, 1990). "By the end
of the century, the typical service delivery pattern was state schools or institutions for the
deaf, the blind, and the 'feebleminded"' (Hocutt, Martin, & McKinney, 1991, p. 18).
By the mid-1900s, a shift had begun whereby the individual worth and dignity of
the student was being considered in court cases (State ex rel Beattie v. Board of
Education. 1919; Petty v. Petty et al.. 1950) as opposed to the general welfare of the
school. Important leaders in education began to insist separate, segregated schooling was
inherently negative (Farrell, 1974; Rothstein, 1990).
In 1954, the landmark desegregation decision of Brown v. Board of Education
(1954) intensified the above thinking by ruling that no one may be denied "life, liberty, or
property, without due process of law" or "equal protection of the laws". It was found that
separate education was unequal, even if provided in "equal facilities", because it deprived
Black children of interaction with others of different backgrounds and because of the
stigma it created (Rothstein, 1990).
With the application of the principles in the Brown case to students with
disabilities, two cases culminated in landmark decisions in 1971 and 1972 that would
become the foundation of the Individuals with Disabilities Act (formerly the Education
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for All Handicapped Children Act (1975)[EHA or Public Law 94-142]. In Pennsylvania
Association for Retarded Children (PARC) v. Pennsylvania (1972). the court declared
that it was highly desirable to educate mentally retarded children in programs similar to
those for nonhandicapped children and required that "due process" procedures be
followed whenever a change in program was being proposed. In Mills v. Board of
Education (1972). the court ordered that all handicapped children must be given a public
education regardless of the severity of their condition and could be excluded from the
regular program only if alternative education services were designed to meet their unique
needs.
By the mid-1970s, about three million students with disabilities were still not
receiving appropriate programming in public schools. Additionally, there were another
one million students with disabilities who were totally excluded from public education.
In other words, of the more than eight million children with disabilities in the country,
more than half were receiving either inappropriate educational services or no educational
services at all (Goldberg, 1982; Rothstein, 1990; Zettel & Ballard, 1982).
Congress addressed this issue by the enactment of the Individuals with
Disabilities Act (IDEA) which guaranteed that all children with disabilities be given a
free, appropriate, public education in the least restrictive environment. However, the
federal funding commitment to support this growing need to educate students with
disabilities has fallen far short in its support. Between FY '80 and FY '87, the numbers of
identified students grew from 4.1 to 4.4 million nationwide; yet, actual federal support for
these students with disabilities was only 8.5% of total federal support to schools in FY '87
(Gartner & Lipsky, 1989).
Ironically, ten years after the passage of IDEA, the segregation of students with
disabilities into categorical special classes or pull-out remedial settings was customary.
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Will (1986) voiced her concern that the system was not working effectively. Students
with disabilities were inappropriately labeled and stigmatized, receiving sub-standard
education in a parallel system of education. She called for the return of students with
disabilities to regular classrooms where they would receive equal educational
opportunities. This movement became known as the Regular Education Initiative (REI).
Since 1986, the REI has been widely debated in the literature. The proponents
who agree with Will (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989; Lilly, 1988; Stainback & Stainback, 1984;
Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1988) suggest that the dual system causes disjointed and
inadequate education for students with disabilities. They contend that regular education
should focus on the diversity of all children and meet those needs within one system of
education. Opponents of the REI movement (Braaten et al., 1988; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988;
Kauffman, 1989; Kauffman et al., 1990) argue that the proponents have not built a strong
enough empirical case to be convincing in their arguments. Another group of opponents
(Braaten et al., 1988; Davis, 1989; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Lieberman,
1985; Vergason & Anderegg, 1989; Weintraub, 1991) raise the concern that this regular
and special education merger is being discussed only in the special education community.
Regular educators are not rushing to leap on the REI bandwagon.

Statement of the Problem
In 1975, the Individuals with Disabilities Act was passed to assure that all
children with disabilities would have the right to a free appropriate public education in
the least restrictive environment. Although well intentioned, the Act led to many children
being sent to segregated, special class settings or pulled out for this individualized (and
often parallel) instruction.
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By 1986, Madeline Will (1986) wrote a paper that stated that although special
education had accomplished many good things, there were serious flaws in that model.
Children were unnecessarily tested, labeled, and stigmatized. The "pull-out" resource
room approach created a dual system of education that was disjointed and fragmented. In
other words, this model had not been successful and she called for a merger of the two
systems of regular and special education. This concept of educating children with
disabilities within the regular classroom became known as the Regular Education
Initiative (REI).
Volumes of literature have been written on the REI since Will's paper in 1986.
Most of the studies review student and/or teacher opinions and perceptions regarding the
REI but do not provide a solid body of research that argues success of one model over the
other. Many authors cry out for more field research to convince them that the inclusion
of students with disabilities is the preferable model (Braaten et al., 1988; Fuchs & Fuchs,
1988; Kauffman, 1989; Kauffman et al., 1990).
Educational practitioners are caught in the cross fire of this REI debate. Coates
(1989) says changes like the REI cannot be foisted on teachers and legislating change will
not work. Do students achieve the same or better outcomes when placed in inclusive
settings? Is it the right thing to integrate students with disabilities into regular classroom
settings? Is it working? How will the practitioner judge the effectiveness of an inclusive
model?

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the effects of four students' educational
programs and the impact of these programs on their lives and the lives of those around
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them. These students were chosen because they are presently in an inclusive educational
setting. However, all have been exposed at one time or another to varying degrees of
segregation via self-contained and /or residential programming.
This study sought to determine through research if there has been a positive
impact for students with moderate to severe disabilities after implementation of an
inclusive model. Factors of success that can be used to judge the effectiveness of an
inclusive model are outlined. Obstacles, if any, are highlighted for future consideration.

Research Questions
Through this study, the following research questions will be answered:
1. Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving successful
outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
2. How is success defined for students with moderate to severe disabilities?
3. Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students with moderate to
severe disabilities?
4. What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel successful in
teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
5. Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students, parents, and
teachers prefer?
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Definition of Terms
Act 230: A Vermont law stipulating that each local school district has in place a
comprehensive system of education allowing all students to succeed in regular
classrooms.

Adaptive Behavior Scale: A test given to students to assess personal and community
independence, and individual social responsibility.

Adaptive behavior skills: Skills in the area of personal and community independence.

Alternative Program: A district program for elementary children with moderate to severe
disabilities housed in one of Windsor Central Supervisory Union's elementary schools.

Basic Skills Class: A special education class teaching functional skills

Collaborative Problem-Solving: A process used by a team of people whereby they work
together to come up with answers to a mutually agreed upon problem.

Cooperative Learning: A method of instruction used to teach children to work in groups
to solve problems together.

Criterion-Referenced: Informal testing used to assess student progress, e.g., teachermade tests.
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Cumulative File: Regular school file where health data, test scores, and report card
information is kept from year to year until graduation.

Due Process: Procedures that assure equal educational opportunities for all children;
parents can challenge a school's decision affecting a child's program and placement using
policies and procedures outlined in IDEA.

Feebleminded: See "Mentally Retarded”.

Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE): Term generated from IDEA entitling parents
of children with disabilities to free, public education which meets their child's specialized
needs.

Functional Words: Safety and life skill terms, e.g.,"danger", "poison", "restroom".

Inclusion: The act of providing instruction to all students, regardless of disability, within
the regular classroom environment.

Individualized Education Program (IEP): A document written by a team (consisting of
parents, teachers, and related personnel) for each student with disabilities that describes
specific special education and related services. It contains present levels of performance,
annual goals and objectives, the extent to which the child will participate in regular
education classes, projected dates of service, and criteria under which these objectives
will be evaluated.
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Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA): Public Law 94-142, a federal law, was passed
in 1975 to assure that all children with disabilities receive a free, appropriate, public
education with special education and related services designed to meet their unique
needs. This law, also known as the Education for Handicapped Children Act (EHA), was
reauthorized in 1990 as the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA). For the purpose of
this study, any legislation contained in, or modified by, the IDEA is referred to as the
IDEA.

Learning Impairment: A term used synonymously with mental retardation.

Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): A term used in the IDEA that describes the
mandate that students with disabilities be educated as much as possible with their nondisabled peers in regular educational settings.

Mainstreaming: Educating students with disabilities in the regular classroom.

Mentally Retarded: Term used to describe person with below average intelligence,
specifically Intelligence Quotients (IQs) of 77 and below.

Moderate to Severe Disabilities: Multiple degrees of physical and/or mental impairments
with cognitive ranges from 44 to 81.

Post-Test Data: Information gathered after a period of instruction to evaluate students'
understanding of concepts.
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Pre-Test Data: Information gathered before a period of instruction to determine students'
present level of performance.

Pull-Out Setting: Any place outside the regular classroom setting, separate from
nondisabled peers, where students with disabilities are taught.

Regular Education Initiative (RED: A model that assumes that children with disabilities
will be taught with their nondisabled peers in regular education settings.

Residential School: Twenty-four hour facility where students with disabilities are sent
for both caretaking and education.

Resource Room: A school room in which students with mild disabilities can receive
remedial, short-term help to support them in their regular classes.

Segregated Schooling: Originally, separate education for separate races; more recently, it
has also come to mean separate education for students with disabilities.

Self-Contained Setting: Classroom in which only students with disabilities are taught.

Separate School: A place away from the regular public school building where students
with disabilities are sent to be educated.

Special Class: See "Self-Contained Class".
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Special Education File: Additional school file containing all confidential, special
education documents.

Summer Youth Employment Program: A federally-funded work training program
employing youth who are economically disadvantaged and/or handicapped during the
summer months.

Teacher Assistance Team: A group formed to provide help and support to teachers who
refer students (usually without disabilities) in their class who are experiencing learning
difficulties.

Woodstock Developmental Center: A privately run program for preschool children with
moderate to severe disabilities used by Windsor Central Supervisory Union as a tuition
placement.

Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it expanded the empirical research base in
determining whether an inclusive model is a successful educational setting for students
with moderate to severe disabilities. Specifically, it explored if:
1. Students with moderate to severe disabilities are successfully educated in
inclusive settings;
2. Regular classroom teachers feel a sense of ownership for students with
moderate to severe disabilities in their classrooms;
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3. Parents have a preference for an inclusive model;
4. Students with moderate to severe disabilities have a preference for an inclusive
model.
The Vermont Legislature recently enacted "Act 230" (1990) mandating that "each
local school district design and implement, in consultation with parents, a comprehensive
system of education services that will result, to the maximum extent possible, in all
students succeeding in the regular classroom." In light of this law, this study is especially
significant in that it provides information on the effectiveness of this mandate.
There is local interest in this study since the Windsor Central Supervisory Union
#51 subscribes to the philosophy of inclusive education. It is important to the district that
it provide the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all of its students.
After three years of implementation of inclusive education, this study offers an
evaluation of this model.

Delimitations
1. Since the researcher is the Director of Instructional Support for this
Supervisory Union, the issue of contamination is readily recognized. People may not
always be willing to talk freely and openly due to the perception of the researcher's role
as a central office administrator. On the other hand, the researcher has good rapport with
many of the students, parents, and teachers involved in this study and this should be a
strength in her ability to gather data.
2. The researcher brings a bias in belief that inclusive education is the preferred
model for students to be successful.
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3. Many of the findings will be self-reported and will not be verifiable by an
independent researcher.
4. This is a very limited sample and may not be generalizable to a larger
population.

Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. The first chapter provides a statement
of the problem and discusses the purpose and significance of the study. Chapter 2
presents the literature review. Chapter 3 describes the methods and design of the study.
Chapter 4 reports the results and a discussion of the results. Chapter 5 outlines the
summary, conclusions, and recommendations.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction
American education has experienced at least two revolutions: the adoption of
compulsory education and the 1954 desegregation decision (Brown v. Board of
Education). Now we are experiencing a third revolution — the integration of students
with disabilities into the "mainstream" of American education (Sarason, 1982). Although
this "third revolution" that Sarason cites emanated from Public Law 94-142, the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (now known as the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act [IDEA]) enacted in 1975, schools across the nation continue to
struggle with the issue of integrating students with disabilities as we begin the 1990s.
Gartner and Lipsky (1987) detailed the six basic principles outlined in IDEA: (1)
the right of access to public education programs, (2) the individualization of services, (3)
the principle of "least restrictive environment", (4) the scope of broadened services to be
provided by the schools and a set of procedures for determining them, (5) the general
guidelines for identification of disability, and (6) primary state and local responsibilities.
Sarason (1982) states, "Although 94-142 is known as the 'mainstreaming law', the word
mainstreaming never appears in the legislation.... The proponents of the legislation
understood well that the schools were not prepared for mainstreaming, if by that term was
meant the integration of handicapped children into the traditional classroom, thus
drastically reducing (if not eliminating) special classes" (p. 253). He goes on to explain
that many people have interpreted the condition of "least restrictive environment", or
"mainstreaming", as having the force of law.
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Almost ten years after IDEA was enacted, Madeline Will (1986), Assistant
Secretary for the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services (OSERS),
called for reform at the school building level, with empowerment for building level
administrators to provide comprehensive services for all students. Included in this was
her challenge to create a partnership between regular and special education to adapt the
regular classroom in order for a student with disabilities to learn.
Much of the research supports disillusionment with a dual, segregated system for
educating students with disabilities (Gartner & Lipsky, 1987; Stainback & Stainback,
1987; Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1988). Yet another group of researchers assert that
the Regular Education Initiative (REI) is based on false premises and further study is
needed before a regular and special education merger should be advocated (Davis, 1989).
Indeed, Kauffman, Gerber, and Semmel's study (cited in Coates, 1989) questioned the
REI assumption that regular classroom teachers will welcome more difficult-to-teach
students and actually found this to be quite the contrary.

Organizational Changes Needed
Thomas Skrtic (1988) suggests that the structure and organization of schools
today developed during the industrial age. During the industrial age, organization
depended on a machine bureaucracy causing a separation of theory and practice, i.e., a
mechanical form of interdependency (Skrtic, 1991). "... [T]he nonadaptable bureaucratic
school organization creates a separate organization within itself to contain the uncertainty
of students whom it is compelled to serve, but who are resistant to its standard programs"
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(Skrtic, 1991, p. 202). This has made it very difficult for schools to deal effectively with
individual differences resulting in a number of students receiving less than an appropriate
education.
To remedy this and overcome the organizational problems of the system, a
prescriptive law was passed in 1975 which required schools to identify and provide
services to students with disabilities. While this improved the education students with
disabilities received, it also fostered the creation of a parallel system rather than a change
in the educational system itself. Skrtic (1988) argues that IDEA has accomplished all that
it can without a change in the system which would allow schools to more easily meet the
needs of all students. Further, Skrtic believes that elimination of the requirements and
procedures without such a change in the system might jeopardize the gains made to date.
Like Will (1986), Skrtic (1988) supports elimination of a resource room "pull-out"
model and the reorganization of special and regular education into a collaborative
arrangement. He suggests that this is structurally impossible in our present organization.
According to Skrtic (1988), the Regular Education Initiative (REI), while correct in its
assumptions, lacks the theoretical background to support its proposals. Without that
understanding, we run the risk of hurting children more than helping them.
In public education today, the controversy over integrating special education with
regular education continues to rage. What place special education takes in education
persists as an elusive and enigmatic question. Little in the field has changed since the
REI movement began in 1986. Gersten and Woodward (1990) state, "Proponents of the
Initiative remind us that the field of special education has been largely unsuccessful in its
mandate to provide instruction in the least restrictive environment" (p. 7). Further, "A
major challenge confronting the Field is not only to assist teachers in developing
strategies that help them succeed with at-risk and learning disabled students, but also
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to provide a system that supports and sustains continuous application of newly-acquired
techniques and teaching strategies" (p. 10).
This chapter will review the literature surrounding the integration of students with
disabilities into regular education classes and provide an examination of the Regular
Education Initiative (REI) debate. Areas covered will include analysis of significant
historical events which established two separate education systems, the emergence of the
REI debate as an outgrowth of the mainstreaming controversy of the 1960s and 1970s,
and unresolved dilemmas for the educational practitioner as they exist today.

Pre-IDEA (Before 1975)
Early Private Initiatives
American special education began in Kentucky when the first state school for the
deaf was established in 1823 (Hocutt, Martin, & McKinney, 1991). The nineteenth
century educational philosophy was designed to relieve stress on the teacher and other
children by removing students with disabilities to separate, special classes, often in
separate schools. Many students with disabilities were never even sent to school.
Avoidance of classroom disruption was a primary concern at this time (Rothstein, 1990).
During the 1800s, states such as Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Rhode Island,
and Illinois opened the first categorical schools. Students who were deaf were the first to
attend these schools and were followed by those who were mentally retarded, physically
handicapped, and blind (Ballard, Ramirez, & Weintraub, 1982). "By the end of the
century, the typical service delivery pattern was state schools or institutions for the deaf,
the blind, and the feebleminded" (Hocutt, Martin, & McKinney, 1991, p. 18).
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On May 8, 1848, the Massachusetts legislature approved funding "for the purpose
of training and teaching ten idiot children" (Howe, 1974, p. 9), a term then commonly
applied to mentally retarded children. Samuel Gridley Howe, instrumental in founding
the Perkins School for the Blind, took charge. In 1857, Governor Gardner vetoed a bill
designed to establish a residential school for mentally retarded children. Howe wrote an
impassioned letter to the governor to protest the veto. In the letter, Howe (1974) wrote,
"... idiots form no exception to the law that every form of organized life is capable of
being changed for better or worse by surrounding influences" (p. 10). As a result of
Howe's protest, the Massachusetts legislature overturned Gamer's veto, the school was
built, and it later became the Femald State School.

Public Education Initiatives
Public school education for students with disabilities began in 1869 with the
opening of a public day school for the deaf in Boston. Within five years. New York City
began special education classes. By the early twentieth century, other special education
classes began for students with physical and mental disabilities (Hocutt, Martin, &
McKinney, 1991). In California, compulsory attendance of children from eight to
fourteen years of age was required in 1904. In 1907 a law established an oral system for
deaf pupils between three and twenty-one years of age, and was later expanded to include
the blind, speech handicapped, and hard of hearing pupils in several large school districts.
It is significant to note that in 1913 special classes in Cleveland were created for students
with visual disabilities. These students spent part of the day in such classes and the
remainder of the day attended classes with their normal peers. This was an initial attempt
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at what is currently called mainstreaming or integration of students with disabilities
(Hocutt, Martin, & McKinney, 1991).
In 1915, the Minnesota legislature encouraged the creation of special classes by
granting fixed sums of money for each child enrolled in any of their categorical special
education programs (Lord, 1974). By 1927, the California State legislature set the stage
for further developments in the education of students with disabilities by allocating state
funds for the education of these children in their local school districts (Lord, 1974). In
1940, the Ohio legislature provided for the special education of only physically
handicapped children, e.g., deaf, blind, and crippled. This was later broadened to include
children with mental retardation, physical, or mental disabilities (Lord, 1974).

Exclusion from Public Education
In the nineteenth century, many court decisions upheld school boards' rights to
reject and expel students with disabilities whose presence in the school was presumed to
"impair its efficiency or interfere with the rights of other pupils" (Zedler, 1974, p. 44).
At this time, school attendance was deemed a privilege. School boards were authorized
to bar a student for being mentally retarded or even mischievous (Zedler, 1974).
In the 1893 case of Watson v. City of Cambridge, the court held that the school
committee could expel a student who, in their eyes, affected the "good order and
discipline" of the school. This particular student was mentally retarded and was
described as follows:
Appears from statements of teachers who observed him, and from certificates of
physicians, that he is so weak in mind as not to derive any marked benefit from
instruction, and further, that he is troublesome to other children, making unusual
noises, pinching others, etc. He is also found unable to take ordinary, decent,
physical care of himself. (Watson v. City of Cambridge. 18931
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In 1919, a thirteen-year-old Wisconsin boy with cerebral palsy was described as
"crippled and defective since his birth" (State ex rel Beattie v. Board of Education. City
of Anti go). Court records described his drooling, a form of paralysis, and his lack of
normal control over voice, hands, feet, and body. He attended public school from grade
one to grade five and kept up with his peers, although teachers had difficulty
understanding him. Nonetheless he was sent to a school for deaf persons with defective
speech. After five weeks, he voluntarily returned to public school. This upset the State
Department of Education which had originally recommended his placement in the deaf
school because
... the school board claimed that ’his condition and ailment produce a depressing
nauseating effect upon the teachers and school children’ that by reason of his
physical condition he takes up undue portion of the teacher's time and attention,
distracts the attention of other pupils, and interferes generally with discipline and
progress of the school. (State ex rel Beattie v. Board of Education. 1919)
With the support of his parents and a "definite pressure group... beginning to
form in favor of the individual rights of the deviate pupil," (Zedler, 1974, p. 50) the court
ordered the pupil reinstated. The Board of Education appealed, however, and won on the
basis that they had not removed the boy unreasonably in the desire to protect the interests
of the school. The one dissenting judge questioned:
... whether or not there was unreasonable interference with the plaintiff's rights;
there being no evidence that as a fact this boy's presence did have any harmful
influence on the other children. (State ex rel Beattie v. Board of Education. 1919)
General welfare became secondary to the rights of the individual pupil in Missouri. In
1927, in Constitutional Article II, Roberts v. Wilson states: "The right to attend public
school is fundamental, and cannot be denied except for general welfare."
In Cleveland Heights, Ohio, the Board of Education ruled in 1934 that an eightyear-old child who was brain injured at birth could not be admitted to the Superior
Opportunity School for retarded children of low mentality. An IQ of at least 50 was

19

required for attendance. The school claimed the child did not qualify (Board of
Education of Cleveland Heights v. State ex rel. Goldman. 1934).
The father rightly claimed his eight-year-old son was within the prescribed age
limit of six to eighteen years and compulsory attendance in school was required. At first
the State Board upheld the decision but later turned it back to the local board which
revoked the decision (Zedler, 1974).

The matter was adjudicated and the court ruled:

... The question in this case is whether or not this child was legally refused
admission to the schools.... Section 7762-7, General Code leads us to the
conclusion that... a determination of the question must be finally made by the
department of education.... In this case, the department made no final
determination.... This child was not excluded in accordance with the provisions
of the statute. (Board of Education of Cleveland Heights v. State ex rel.
Goldman. 1934)
This might be deemed a technicality in protecting the rights of the child because he could
not be excluded except by the state department of education which refused to rule and
returned the decision to the local board. Since this was illegal, the child could not be
excluded.
Thus is revealed a shift in interpretation of the atypical child's right to admission
to the public schools, from a liberal acceptance of a local board's discretion as to
what does or does not contribute to the welfare and safety of the state, toward a
policy of turning to experts for evaluation of individual differences and their
influence upon the welfare of others. (Zedler, 1974, p. 48)
Even as late as 1941, the court in Massachusetts ruled:

The power of a school committee to exclude children from school is very broad
and is to be exercised for the best interests of all the people. It may be exercised
where there is no misconduct on the part of the children excluded.
Failure of a child to maintain a standard of scholarship may justify exclusion,
though such act is not misconduct.
Fact that attendance of a child wholly independent of such child's misconduct
would impair efficiency of the school may be sufficient ground for exclusion.
(Committee v. Johnson. 1941)
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Thus, the court reaffirmed that expulsion and exclusion of special students from regular
schools was no abuse of authority. School boards were able to declare that the presence
of students with disabilities would be harmful to the best interests of the schools (Zedler,
1974).
If the Beattie case in 1919 was the beginning of a new educational philosophy of
individual differences and the objective attitude, it culminated in a unanimous decision in
1950 in Petty v. Petty in Iowa (Zedler, 1974). In this case, the state attempted to have a
deaf child sent to a state school for the deaf because it was felt the child could not obtain
a proper education in the public schools. The parents placed him in a rural school near
his home and appealed. Testimony revealed the teacher, a high school graduate, had no
special training with deaf children, and despite his opinion that he was able to teach the
child, an expert proved him inadequate in both method and technique. "This decision is
historic in establishing the right of the deviate child to an education" (Petty v. Petty et al..
1950).
It is interesting to compare the Iowa (Petty. 1950) and Wisconsin (Beattie. 1919)
decisions. In the Iowa case, the best educational opportunity for the child was found to
be in a separate, specialized school. Yet, in the older case in Wisconsin, the parents
sought to have their child receive education in his own school, this being defined as the
best opportunity to reach his capabilities. Disagreement over where to provide
appropriate specialized instruction can be found as far back as this.
While the right to "access" public schooling was being attained, the type of public
schooling remained separate. As the trend toward segregation became standard school
policy, a need developed for teachers to work in these special education classrooms. In
1922, teachers enrolled in special education classes in Teachers College at Columbia
University organized the International Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) which
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held its first annual meeting in 1923 in Cleveland, Ohio. The Council felt "no
organization which exists meets the need that we in the field of special education feel"
(Farrell, 1974). In this way, CEC helped create separate teachers and furthered this
segregation or dual system of education.
By the mid- 1900s, an important shift had begun. The worth and dignity of the
person was being recognized with a goal of teaching self reliance. Also, important
leaders in education were vocalizing that separate, segregated schooling was inherently
negative (Rothstein, 1990; Farrell, 1974). States such as Minnesota, New Jersey, Oregon,
and Pennsylvania began to enact laws regarding state mandates for public policy with
regard to special education (Ballard, Ramirez, & Weintraub, 1982).
There has been a progression in the ways the courts have viewed students with
disabilities and their right to an education:
First, decisions show the belief that school attendance is a privilege, to be
awarded or withheld at the discretion of school authority. Secondly, they show
opinion that school attendance is a right for all children. Finally, legal processes
reflect public belief in the right of a child to an education suitable to his individual
needs. (Zedler, 1974, p. 43)
There were three landmark decisions that culminated in IDEA. The first occurred
in 1954 in Brown v. Board of Education. The decision in Brown was based on the
Fourteenth Amendment to the federal constitution which provides that no one may be
denied "life, liberty, or property, without due process of law" or "equal protection of the
laws". Rothstein (1990) states that "The Brown decision recognized that educating Black
children separately, even if done so in 'equal' facilities, was inherently unequal because of
the stigma attached to being educated separately and because of the deprivation of
interaction with children of other backgrounds" (p. 2).
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The Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education (1954) clearly stated:
... It is doubtful that any child may reasonably be expected to succeed in life if he
is denied the opportunity of an education. Such an opportunity, where the state
has undertaken to provide it, is a right which must be made available to all on
equal terms.
As the Brown v. Board of Education (1954) decision most forcefully stated the
philosophy of integration for Black children, "The concept of mainstreaming, or
educating the handicapped child in the regular classroom as much as possible, paralleled
the movement away from racial segregation and helped lead to the determination that
separation of children was adverse" (Rothstein, 1990, p. 2). Shortly after the Brown case,
a letter was sent to the newsletter of the National Association for Retarded Children
pointing out that the decision in Brown applied to students with disabilities as well as to
minorities (Zettel & Ballard, 1982). However, it took two decades for the concept of
equal education for the student with disabilities to become law.
Prior to 1958, a federal law (P.L. 83-531, The Cooperative Research Act)
earmarked $675,000 for research on the mentally retarded. Although it was signed in
1954, it was not funded until 1957. This represented the "first sign of recognition by
Congress of the need for categorical aid for the education of handicapped children since .
.. federal support for Gaulaudet College in 1879" (Martin, 1974, p. 22).
Also influential was P.L. 85-926 in 1958 which offered grants to train
professional personnel to train teachers to work with mentally retarded children. P.L. 87276 authorized support for training teachers of the deaf (Martin, 1974).
In 1963, P.L. 88-164 created the Division of Handicapped Children and Youth
and brought together to one unit the Captioned Films program, the expanded teacher
training program and the new research program in education of students with disabilities
that was established by this law and the training of personnel for "hard of hearing, speech
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impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally disturbed, crippled, or other health
impaired" (Martin, 1974, p. 27). In addition, "[G]rants for research and demonstration
projects in the area of education of the handicapped" were authorized (Martin, 1974, p.
27).
In 1965, P.L. 89-10 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was
passed. One of the most brilliant programs developed during the Johnson
Administration, ESEA was precedent shattering
... with its programs of assistance to children in disadvantaged areas (including
handicapped children), new instructional materials, centers for innovation and
research, and support for strengthening educational agencies. (Martin, 1974, p.
28)
In 1965, Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA);
but it was soon apparent that although it was designed to improve the education of
educationally disadvantaged children including the handicapped, they were not receiving
direct benefits. More direct support for the handicapped was needed. Congress then
passed P.L. 89-313 which focused on children in state-supported schools and institutions
for the handicapped. Until this time, financial support from the ESEA went directly to
local educational agencies and not to state operated or supported schools because they
were not considered part of the local school districts (Martin, 1974). P.L. 89-313
"provide[s] support to state agencies which were directly responsible for educating
handicapped children" (Martin, 1974, p. 29).
This provision has had a profound impact on the educational programs in schools
and institutions for the handicapped, by providing new teachers, equipment,
supplemental personnel, diagnostic facilities, etc. (Martin, 1974, p. 29)
This was another building block toward categorical aid for the education of handicapped
children (Martin, 1974).
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Also of note is P.L. 89-36, The National Technical Institute for the Deaf Act
(passed in 1965), which authorized the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare to
enter into an agreement with an institution of higher education for the establishment and
operation of a postsecondary technical training facility for young deaf adults (Martin,
1974).
P.L. 89-750, Education of Handicapped Children (Title VI of the ESEA
amendments), was passed in 1966 which was the basis for the role of the federal
government in special education for a number of years. It provided grants to states for
the improvement and expansion of programs educating students with disabilities. It also
established the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) in the U.S. Office of
Education [USOE] (Ballard, Ramirez, & Weintraub, 1982; Martin, 1974).
Yet, these seemingly helpful mandates were causing the educational system to
split further and further apart into a dual system of regular and special education. The
nation's schools had become burial grounds for many children (Ross, DeYoung, &
Cohen, 1974). Further, "Special education procedures serve to highlight institutional
racism in many school systems" (Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen, 1974, p. 62). Judge
Maureen Wright held that "in Washington, D.C., schools there were a disproportionate
number of Black children in special classes and attributed this inequitable distribution to
culture biased tests" (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967). This "tracking" system was found to be
illegal in that it violated the right of equal protection under the Constitution. This system
concerns the placement of children in school after the administration of standardized tests
that do not take into account race or socioeconomic background since they are aimed at
White middle-class students and do not demonstrate ability to learn. Using a variety of
standardized tests, such as the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT), a student's IQ was
measured and then s/he was placed in an honors, general, or special (mentally retarded)
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curriculum (Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen, 1974). Judge Wright wrote that the student is
disadvantaged because of:
. . . the likelihood that the student will act out the judgment and confirm it by
achieving only at the expected level.... There is strong evidence that
performance, in fact, declines. (Hobson v. Hansen. 1967)
It also violated the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment because poor children
were not given the same educational opportunities as the affluent. The court held that the
defendants must provide publicly supported education for "exceptional children"
regardless of the cost.
The inadequacies of the District of Columbia Public School System, whether
occasioned by insufficient funding or administrative inefficiency, certainly cannot
be permitted to bear more heavily on the ’exceptional' or handicapped child than
on the normal child. (Hobson v. Hansen. 1967)
This decision relied heavily on the earlier case of Brown v. Board of Education in 1954.
On appeal, the decree abolishing the tracking system was affirmed on the basis that the
system violated students rights to an equal educational opportunity (Ross, DeYoung, &
Cohen, 1974).
From the early 1900s through the 1960s, special education was delivered in
segregated settings (self-contained classes) within public schools (Hocutt, Martin, &
McKinney, 1991). By 1968, experts like L. Dunn began to question special-class
placements. Some of the reasons Dunn used to denounce special class placements
included the following: (1) no evidence to prove that mentally retarded children in
separate classes achieved better academically than their peers in regular classes; (2) labels
were stigmatizing; and (3) effective instruction could be provided to mentally retarded
students in regular classes (Hocutt, Martin, & McKinney, 1991).
A further need to question these separate practices came from a case in California,
Diana v. Board of Education (1970). Discrimination was found in the placement of
Mexican-American children into classes for the mentally retarded on the basis of IQ
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scores. Later, in 1974, a similar case challenged the use of IQ tests to place Black
children in special education classes for mentally retarded students. In Larry P. v. Riles
(1979) the court enjoined any use of standardized tests being used in the San Francisco
Unified School District to place Black children in classes for retarded children. After the
appeal, IQ tests were found to be discriminatory. The court found that the tests were
culturally biased against Black children (Larry P. v. Riles. 1979).

The Turning Point
With the application of the principles in the Brown case to students with
disabilities, two cases culminated in landmark decisions in 1971 and 1972 —
Pennsylvania Association for Retarded Children (PARC! v. Pennsylvania and Mills v.
Board of Education. The courts approved decrees that enjoined states from denying
education to mentally retarded and handicapped children without due process.
Both these cases were part of the "first wave" of litigation in special education.
One reason for their "... massive impact was the court's sweeping orders for institutional
reform directed at patterns and practices of gross educational determination against
handicapped children" (Turnbull, 1981, p. 81).
In PARC v. Pennsylvania (1972). a class action was brought against the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania "for its alleged failure to provide all of its school-age
retarded children with a publicly supported education." The suit was resolved by an
agreement that stated,"... the state could not apply any law that would postpone,
terminate or deny mentally retarded children access to a publicly supported education."
Further, the decree declared that it was highly desirable to educate mentally retarded
children in programs similar to those for nonhandicapped children and required that "due
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process” procedures be followed whenever a change in program was being proposed
(PARC v. Pennsylvania. 1972). Thus, the rights of students with disabilities to a
publicly-supported education in programs that preferably were the same as those for
students without disabilities was guaranteed in Pennsylvania.
PARC did the ground breaking, raised people's consciousness, and "included not
just the foundation but some of the building blocks of P.L. 94-142" (Weiner, 1985, p. 28).
PARC was also a model for other important litigation, e.g.. Mills v. Board of Education
(1972). In the Mills case, parents and guardians brought a class action suit against the
District of Columbia on the grounds that children, who were all in out-of-school
placements, were being denied access to publicly-supported programs. They objected to
the manner in which the students were being excluded stating that the students' due
process rights under the fifth amendment were being violated. Specifically, these
children were being excluded and suspended without prior notice of a hearing,
opportunity for representation, or the opportunity for a periodic review of the placement.
The plaintiffs contended that access was being denied by function of the children's labels
as behavior problems, emotionally disturbed, or hyperactive (Mills v. Board of
Education. 1972).
Mills was resolved by a judgment against the school board. The court order
provided that all handicapped children must be given a public education regardless of the
severity of their condition. The only way they could be excluded from the regular
program was if alternative education services designed to meet the unique needs of that
child were provided. Forty-six similar cases were brought in twenty-eight states over the
next two and one-half years. By 1975, the principle of the right of a handicapped child to
participate in publicly-supported schools had been established in a majority of the states
(Zettel & Ballard, 1982).
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Turnbull (1981) saw PARC v. Pennsylvania and Mills v. Board of Education as
being successful in attacking patterns that go to the very heart of education, i.e., exclusion
from educational opportunities. They each laid the groundwork for the federal legislation
which was to come. It was from the basic tenets of the Mills case (i.e., due process,
including procedures relating to labeling, placement, and exclusionary stages of decision
making) that IDEA was founded (Rothstein, 1990).
Two major social forces initiated organizational change in providing educational
services to students with disabilities: legislative mandates and judicial litigation
(Barbacovi & Clelland, n. d.). The result of these mandates was a change in the law to
provide educational services for all children regardless of race, socioeconomic
background, or physical or mental ability.
There were three significant federal laws passed as a result of a number of court
cases: (1) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; (2) Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA) passed in 1975; and (3) The Gifted and Talented Children's
Education Act (Title IX of the Educational Amendments, a part of P.L. 95-561 passed in
1978] (Ballard, Ramirez, & Weintraub, 1982; Goldberg, 1982).
In reading personal testimony and statements from Congressional hearings on the
subject of educational services for handicapped children during 1973 and 1974, there was
a pattern of requests for programs and facilities. The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (which
includes Section 504) requires that:
No otherwise qualified individual with handicaps... shall solely by reason of his
handicap, be excluded from the participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected to discrimination under any program or activity receiving Federal
financial assistance. (Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, 1973)
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However, Section 504 did not grant funds to the states to provide education for
children with handicaps. Section 504 refers only to nondiscrimination and establishes
reasonable accommodations to be provided (Rothstein, 1990).
A large amount of inconsistency existed in what states required with regard to
recurring education of children with disabilities.
Many states did not have strong programs of special education when PARC and
Mills were decided.... Most troubling was the fact that in some areas significant
numbers of children were still being excluded. (Rothstein, 1990, p. 4)
Even in Pennsylvania, where there was a consent decree to implement the PARC
decision, testimony from people from Pennsylvania indicated frustration over wanting to
carry out the order, but needing supportive funding to do so (Rothstein, 1990).

The Enactment of IDEA (1975 - Present)
By the mid-1970s, about three million students with disabilities were still not
receiving appropriate programming in public schools. Additionally, there were another
one million students with disabilities who were totally excluded from public education.
In other words, of the more than eight million children with disabilities in the country,
more than half were receiving either inappropriate educational services or no educational
services at all (Goldberg, 1982; Rothstein, 1990; Zettel & Ballard, 1982).
The system to date had failed. Attitudes had changed. No longer were children
with disabilities thought to be mentally unbalanced and in need of institutionalization.
Separate schools had not worked. Separate classrooms were not functioning, if they
existed at all. Many children with disabilities were underserved or unserved. A new
initiative was necessary. The stage was set for the controversy over placement of
students with disabilities into the regular classroom (whenever possible) to be tested.
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Therefore, in 1974, Congress passed an interim funding bill that required states, as
a condition of receiving federal funds, to adopt "goal/s/ of providing full educational
opportunities to all handicapped children" (Rothstein, 1990, pp. 9-10). These Federal
Education Amendments of 1974, P.L. 93-380, affirmed the right to an education for
handicapped and gifted children and ordered "state plan assurances on matters such as
least restrictive environment and due process safeguards" (Ballard, Ramirez, &
Weintraub, 1982, p. 4). A little known fact is that embedded within this law were the
aspects of requiring state assurances for guarantees of procedural safeguards and
education in the least restrictive environment. However, enforcement was difficult
because the requirements were not mandatory. For this reason. Congress enacted P.L.
94-142 [as amended to the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA)] in 1975 (Zettel &
Ballard, 1982). IDEA is significant to this topic in that it incorporated the elements of
integration, procedural safeguards, and nondiscriminatory testing and evaluation
(Rothstein, 1990).
... [IDEA] is basically a grant statute that creates individual rights. A state can
receive federal funding to support payment for handicapped children ages 3
through 21 based on a formula of average per-pupil expenditures, if the state
develops a plan of providing for all handicapped children in the state a 'free,
appropriate public education which emphasizes special education and related
services designated to meet their unique needs.' (Rothstein, 1990, p. 10)
IDEA went beyond Section 504s requirement for receiving educational service to
mandating "benefit from this education" (Rothstein, 1990, p. 11). There are five basic,
underlying principles of IDEA:
•
•
•
•
•

All handicapped children must be given education.
It must be provided in the least restrictive appropriate placement
Education is to be individualized and appropriate to the child's unique needs.
It is to be provided FREE.
Procedural protections are required to ensure that the substantive requirements
are met.
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Controversy over what these terms mean has resulted in a multitude of cases, and
there are now hundreds of reported judicial decisions relating to these issues.
(Rothstein, 1990, p. 10)
It is interesting to note that although one of the primary principles of the IDEA is
the mainstreaming issue, the term "mainstreaming" is not found anywhere in the statutory
or regulatory language under this law, which reads as follows:
... To the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children, including children
in public or private institutions or other care facilities, [should be] educated with
children who are not handicapped, and that separate schooling, or other removal
of handicapped children from the regular educational environment [should] occur
only when the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily. (Education for all Handicapped Children Act. 1975)
Who would have thought that from the simple statement above would come such
controversy as to bring forth the debate that has come to be known as the Regular
Education Initiative (REI). In the next section, the REI will be traced from its inception
following IDEA to the current controversy over how and where to educate children with
handicaps in the 1990s.

Emergence of the Regular Education Initiative
Lloyd & Gambatese (1991) suggest that there continued to be questions about
education of students with disabilities not long after the passage of IDEA. In an
interesting case in 1979, the plaintiffs were minority children either excluded from
school entirely or mislabeled because of inappropriate testing. The decree specifically
relied on IDEA when it called for "least restrictive environment" (Mattie T. v. Holladav,
1979). Yet, "unlike many other right-to-education cases, a system of compensatory
education was also promulgated" (Goldberg, 1982, p. 24). An important meeting in this
regard was held in 1981 at the Wingspread Conference:

32

... Reynolds and Wang (1983) identified many of the aspects of special education
that would become issues of concern as a part of the regular education initiative:
indefensible labeling of students, inappropriate funding systems, development of
miniature bureaucracies serving each of the various categories of students,
adaptations of regular education learning environments, extension of services to
children with learning problems who were not officially identified as
handicapped, and others. (Lloyd & Gambatese, 1991, p. 5)
Although the passage of IDEA was an attempt to provide equal education for all
children, it very often led to the segregation of students with special needs—behavioral,
emotional or physical—into separate classrooms. This resulted in a disjointed system of
education, labeling, social stigma and low self-esteem—a system where students who are
"pulled out into special settings where they can receive remedial services” has failed and
often resulted in "lowest academic and social expectations" (Will, 1986, p. 412). Ten
years after the enactment of IDEA, a movement that has become known as the Regular
Education Initiative (REI) resulted.
In the Fall of 1985, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services
(OSERS) embarked on an endeavor to evaluate the status of the nation's programs
currently in place to help students with learning problems. This group outlined the
perceived weaknesses in the current methods of teaching students with learning problems
and suggested alternatives for correcting these programmatic flaws (Will, 1986).
As a result of the effort extended by OSERS, a task force was developed to
discuss ways in which schools throughout the nation could improve the education of
students with learning problems. Included on the task force were general, special, and
compensatory education teachers, administrators, parents, and members of the academic
community. It should be noted that Will defines students with learning problems as those
... children who are having learning difficulties, including those who are learning
slowly; those with behavioral problems; those who may be educationally
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disadvantaged; and those who have mild specific learning disabilities, and
emotional problems; and perhaps, as we improve our knowledge, those with more
severe disabilities. (Will, 1986, p. 1)
Will (1986) states that "over the past two decades America has met the challenge
of addressing the needs of students with learning problems primarily through the creation
of a number of special programs" (p. 3). She highlights special education and remedial
programs as having made substantial contributions to improving the quality of
instructional practice, e.g., highly structured curricula, curriculum-based assessment
approaches, and improved evaluation and record-keeping procedures. Although special
programs have helped to attain an effective education for students with learning
problems, the system has not succeeded entirely. Many of the nearly 25% of high school
students who drop out of school prior to graduation are students with learning problems
who have not succeeded in special programs. Later, these students are likely to have
difficulty attaining and keeping jobs (Will, 1986).
The goal of meeting the needs of students with learning problems have not been
completely met. The task force determined that even though special programs achieved
many things, other problems have appeared to create obstacles to effective education for
students with learning difficulties (Will, 1986).
One such obstacle is in the area of federal funding to support the growing needs of
educating students with disabilities nationwide. Between FY '80 and FY '87, the numbers
of identified students with disabilities had grown from 4.1 to 4.4 million, or roughly
7.3%. Despite the IDEA, commitment to federally support this Act, the actual federal
support was at only 8.5% in FY '87 (Gartner & Lipsky, 1989).
Will (1986) highlights four major justifications for placing students with learning
problems into separate classrooms. First, students do not always fit the existing
eligibility requirements and in order to receive much needed help are misclassified or

34

they may simple "fall through the cracks" and go without assistance. Individual needs are
sacrificed for financial incentives. Second, in the "dual system," special education
administrators, not building principals, are responsible for students with learning
problems. The principal, therefore, is not directly involved with the student and the
programs outside his/her jurisdiction suffer. Third, when students with learning problems
are segregated, "stigmatization can result" (Will, 1986, p. 9) causing
... low expectations of success, failure to persist on tasks, the belief that failures
are caused by personal inadequacies, and a continued failure to learn effectively.
In addition, negative staff attitudes, as a result of the stigma of special class
placement, can create an atmosphere which further hampers the student's learning.
(Will, 1986, p. 9)
Finally, parents often interpret rules differently than school officials; and instead of
cooperating to create the best program for the student, they engage in a battle of parents'
expectations versus the schools' responsibility.
M. Stephen Lilly states a general reluctance to speak or write on the Regular
Education Initiative (REI) because of the "faddish interpretation that many give to the
term":
The issues underlying the REI are the culmination of many years of conceptual
and practical development of integrated school programs for students we have
insisted on calling handicapped.... REI is much more than a passing fad, it is the
culmination of a 25 year period of development of services for students with
learning and behavior problems, services based increasingly in the assumptions
and value system of general education rather than special education. (Lilly, 1988,
p. 254)
Lieberman (1990) suggests that the meaning of REI has become "murky", stating
that"... people are using the term REI and not knowing that their own sense of what it
means is different from that of others" (p. 561). He offers three different REI
interpretations: (1) a merger of regular education and special education as proposed by
Stainback and Stainback (1984); (2) a partnership between regular education and special
education as proposed by Madeline Will (1986); and (3) full integration of any child into
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the regular classroom regardless of condition, disability, fragility, vulnerability, or need
as proposed by Biklen, Bogdan, Ferguson, Searl, and Taylor (1985). "The true regular
education initiative is P.L. 94-142 and least restrictive environment (LRE)" (Lieberman,
1990, p. 561).
In his attempt to define the essence of REI, Lilly (1988) delineates between
general and special education:
General education is the set of educational experiences which a child would
receive in a school or school district were that child to enter school at the
kindergarten or first grade level, and proceed through school without being
labeled 'handicapped' or in need of special services. Special education, on the
other hand, is a broad and undifferentiated set of identification, placement, service
delivery and curriculum options for students, determined locally and monitored
only sparingly at the state and federal levels, (pp. 253-254)
If one were to take a cursory look at the beginning of the REI, it would seem to
suggest that Will (1986), in her article "Educating Children with Learning Problems: A
Shared Responsibility," was the originator of this concept. In actuality, the idea itself had
begun to form among professionals and can be found in the literature before Will's article
in 1986. In fact, special education has been an evolutionary process beginning in the
1940s, 1950s, and 1960s with the development of pull-out services in the form of
resource rooms. By the 1970s and 1980s, this led to indirect consultation services for
classroom teachers. Integration became the term of the 1990s with the focus being
switched to prevention of referral and placement of students into special education.
Commonly used interventions became teacher assistance teams, collaborative problem¬
solving, and cooperative learning (Lilly, 1988).
Lilly (1988) notes that the REI is not an effort to add yet another new service
delivery model on educators, but rather to give them a greater level of freedom and
creativity. This may be perceived as going against the grain of policy and regulation
which has been the cornerstone of special education for the past twenty years.
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REI demands that formerly clear-cut boundaries between general and special
education become blurred. Programs and delivery of services become more creative and
the ownership of the special student switches to the general education teachers with
support from the special education staff (Lilly, 1988).
F. J. Weintraub (1991) cites that proponents of the REI believe in the view that
because children's learning styles and needs are so diverse, the regular education system
should accommodate those needs in its classrooms. Weintraub further states that these
REI advocates believe "... that there is only one appropriate educational choice, thus
challenging the fundamental legal premise of special education" (p.70). Advocates of the
REI reject the notion of labeling which they feel causes stigma and discrimination
(Weintraub, 1991).
J. M. Kauffman (1989), an opponent to the REI, details a summary of what he
calls indisputable points made by REI advocates as follows: (1) the improvement of
education for all children; (2) the improvement of general as well as special education;
(3) better relationships between regular and special education teachers; (4) greater
coordination between services agencies and programs; and (5) education in the least
restrictive environment. He goes on to suggest that these proponents have overstated the
failures of the present educational system and the need for its restructuring:
In an average week, at least 15,000 children across the U.S. are referred for
special diagnosis an their schools because of learning and behavioral problems.
Most of them are placed in special education programs. On any given day, about
4.5 million students are enrolled in special education, two-thirds of them for
relatively minor problems. In effect, a second system of education has been
created that serves children with diverse learning problems and disabilities.
(Wang, Reynolds, & Walberg, 1988, p. 248)
Wang, Reynolds, and Walberg (1988) outlined the major problems that they
perceived with the then-current categorical programs in place to help students with
diverse needs as:
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(1) flawed classification and placement systems; (2) disincentives for program
improvement; (3) excessive regulatory requirements; (4) fragmentation and lack
of coordination of programs; and (5) loss of program control by school
administrators, (p. 248)
They further state that "the disjointedness of the second system squanders money and
attention that would be better spent directly on educational services for special students"
(p. 248).
Stainback and Stainback (1984) purport that the dual system of regular and
special education is no longer needed. The rationale for a merger is based on two
premises: (1) the instructional needs of students do not warrant it, and (2) the dual
system is inefficient. Their points include that (1) there is no such thing as two "types" of
students, i.e., all students have unique needs; (2) tailor-made instruction should be made
available to all students; (3) there are not two distinct sets of instructional methods
(regular and special); (4) the dual system sets up unnecessary and expensive classification
systems which fosters competition and duplication among professionals; (5) the dual
system sets up categories with elaborate procedures for eligibility; (6) the dual system
limits the range of curricular options available to all students; and (7) the dual system
requires students to fit into the available regular education system or be labeled as
"deviant" (Stainback & Stainback, 1984). Although opposing the dual system, Stainback
and Stainback do not mean to imply that special education has failed. They explain:
... Special education has a long and rich tradition of accomplishing its purpose.
Largely because of special education advocacy, recent legislation and litigation
have mandated that all students must now receive a free and appropriate
education. However, with this mandate, special education has reached its major
goal: the right to a free and appropriate education for all students. It is now time
in the historical evolution of special education to consider merging with regular
education. (Stainback & Stainback, 1984, p. 109)
William Davis (1990) states a concern that REI opponents are dwelling on special
education successes rather than giving the necessary consideration to the expertise special
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educators could offer to improve the educational system as a whole. Proponents of the
REI make the philosophical argument that since all children are diverse in their learning
styles and needs, education should focus on creating one system that will accommodate
for such diversity in the classroom (Stainback & Stainback, 1984).
Opponents of the REI movement take the philosophical stance that "the
educational system is so complex, resistant to change, and dependent on the abilities and
attitudes of individual professionals that accomplishing such change is unrealistic and
places students with disabilities at substantial risk" (Weintraub, 1991, p. 69).
F. J. Weintraub (1991) calls the REI opponents "realists" and suggests a few
operating premises for this group. These opponents believe that the special education
process must be maintained because they view students with disabilities as "members of a
protected class" (p. 70). Without the identification process for labeling, a fear remains
that these students would not receive appropriate services that are guaranteed to them
under law. Critics fear that without identification, individual services needed may not be
forthcoming (Byrnes, 1990; Lieberman, 1985).
Kauffman (1989) concurs with Weintraub's need for labeling to assure the rights
of the handicapped. He states, "Candor compels the admission that we could not ensure
the rights of disabled individuals who are not labeled" (p. 264). He uses a powerful
example of handicapped parking and asks if these spaces would be protected without
labels. Kauffman concludes that "rights without labels is a conundrum.... It captures the
essence of the Reagan-Bush approach to equity. It is the appeal to become blind to
differences, which has immediate emotional appeal but makes affirmative action,
compensatory programs, and special educational accommodation impossible" (p. 264).
A common theme of opponents of the REI stresses that the assumption that pull¬
out programs do not work if not grounded by adequate research. They argue that the
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proponents simply have not built a sufficient empirical base to be convincing in their
argument that alternatives to the current special education structure have worked
(Braaten, et ah, 1988; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Kauffman, et ah, 1990).
One of the most disturbing concerns that REI opponents raise is the fact the this
idea of a special and regular education merger is being discussed exclusively by the
special education community (Braaten, et ah, 1988; Davis, 1989; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988;
Kauffman, 1989; Vergason & Anderegg, 1989). Weintraub (1991) states, "The regular
education initiative was in reality a special education initiative, directed at regular
education promoted by special educators, without the involvement or interest of regular
educators " (p. 69). Lieberman (1985) speaks out about the lack of any regular education
people rushing to corroborate the "merger" that Stainback and Stainback (1984) speak
about with the statement, "We have thrown a wedding and neglected to invite the bride"
(p. 513).
In conjunction with the above, Semmel, et ah, (1991) conducted a survey of 381
special and regular education teachers to gain insights into their perceptions and opinions
regarding the Regular Education Initiative (REI). The following points can be drawn
from the survey. There is not dissatisfaction with the current special education delivery
system among either regular education or special education teachers. In fact, those
surveyed preferred the pull-out model for special education services as opposed to the
consultant model. In a similar study, Coates (1989) concurs and expands on the Semmel
et ah (1991) study. Not only do teachers prefer the pull-out model, but in actuality, they
feel this concept should be increased, giving a greater concentration of assistance to a
greater number of students-those currently ineligible for supportive special education
services.

40

Coates (1989) offers the following caution:
If the results of the present study are representative of regular classroom teachers'
views nationwide, then there is reason to be concerned about the feasibility of the
REI at this point in time. Widespread resistance from regular teachers would
undoubtedly doom any chance of successfully reintegrating large numbers of
students with mild handicaps into full-time regular education. Attempting to
force these changes on teachers through legislation will not solve the problem
and, in fact, could be disastrous, (p. 536)

Vermont Legislates Special Education Reform (Act 230)
In response to an unprecedented 38% increase in state funds for special education
during 1989, the Vermont Legislature established a Special Education Commission to
"review special education eligibility standards, service delivery models, and cost
containment strategies and make recommendations for reform" (Vermont Commission on
Special Education, 1990, p. 1). A few findings of the Commission are highlighted below:
•Many children with mild learning problems are being labeled as disabled in order
to obtain special help.
•Special education enrollments range from 3% to more than 28% across school
districts.
•Districts do not exhaust all remedial and compensatory services before referring
a child for special education.
•Teachers are inadequately prepared to manage a wide diversity of learners in
their classrooms.
•Vermont (and Massachusetts) lead the nation in the percentage of students
classified as learning disabled who are placed in private residential schools at
public expense.
Governor Madeline M. Kunin signed Act 230 into law in May, 1990. Act 230 states:
It is the policy of the state that each local school district design and implement, in
consultation with parents, a comprehensive system of education services that will
result, to the maximum extent possible, in all students succeeding in the regular
classroom. At the building level, services should be used to avoid the
inappropriate use of special education resources. A range of effective education
services supported with local, state, and federal funds should be available to all
students who are failing or at risk of failing academically.
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In addition to this policy, Act 230 (1990) calls for each school district to make
every effort to identify and serve children with disabilities in the early grades, to train
classroom teachers to teach children who have diverse learning needs, and to use all
available local resources, designed by the district with input from parents, to teach
students in the regular classroom.
Act 230 (1990) bears a great resemblance to the tenets of the most passionate
supporters of the Regular Education Initiative (REI), e.g., Biklen et al. (1985), Gartner &
Lipsky (1987), and Stainback & Stainback (1985). Clearly, it is too early to tell if
disasters of legislating changes on teachers that Coates (1989) cautioned above will
materialize in Vermont.

Discussion and Implications of the REI Debate
Clearly, from the above discussion, the debate over where to educate students
with disabilities is as heated today as it was in the nineteenth century. Then, the debate
was over public school access versus separate schooling for students with handicaps.
Today, with the acknowledgment of the right to a free, appropriate, public education
(FAPE) that was derived from IDEA, the debate has switched to separate pull-out
programs versus nonsegregated inclusive schooling within the regular education
classroom.
Below is a summary of the major points of the REI debate:

Proponents

- inclusive education is the morally "right"
thing to do
- labeling causes social stigma
- the "dual system" causes disjointed and
inadequate education
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- segregated placements have not been
successful
- separate systems are expensive
- regular (general) education should focus
on the diversity of all children and meet
these needs within one system of education
Opponents

- the educational community is not ready
for this "merger”
- there is insufficient empirical research to
back up the fact that full inclusion is
better or that it will work
- the REI is merely a political strategy of
Reagan-Bush economics leading to
increased deregulation
- regular educators have not been a part of
the REI movement nor do they endorse it
- without labels, the hard-won rights of
students with disabilities may be forfeited
and important individual services lost

In reviewing the REI literature, the proponents' and opponents' arguments fall on
a continuum in terms of the intensity of their feelings on the subject and/or on what types
of students should be included in this movement. The strongest supporters of the REI
who argue that all children belong in the regular classroom setting are Biklen et al.
(1985), Gartner & Lipsky (1987, 1989), and Stainback & Stainback (1985). Although the
REI opponents are not quite as easy to differentiate in this manner, Fuchs & Fuchs (1988)
and Kauffman (1989) hold strong and articulate viewpoints against the REI at this time.
With the debate raging, practitioners and students appear victims of the cross fire.
Where are the studies depicting successes (or even failures!) to this integrated approach?
In actuality, they are noticeably absent from the literature. It is easy to find volumes of
material on the REI, or mainstreaming, debate itself. It is equally easy to review studies
of teacher and/or student opinions and perceptions on this controversial issue. Yet,
finding a solid research base depicting successes for either side of the debate is not
readily found. Many authors state that more Field research is needed (Braaten et al..
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1988; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Kauffman et el., 1990). Skrtic (1988)
suggests that it will be impossible to achieve further success in the REI or mainstreaming
arena unless the organization of schools is changed. In a similar vein, Sarason (1982)
reasons that since schools reflect the features of society, a predominant belief was that
schools are organized to determine the capabilities of students and to assure that each
does not interfere with the others' growth potential. However,
... this went virtually unchallenged until the 1954 desegregation decision; and the
passage of Public Law 94-142 joins the issue even more clearly because it has to
be confronted independent of race. Mainstreaming puts back on the discussion
table the question of how we want to live together. What are schools for? How
shall we judge them? (Sarason, 1982, p. 263)
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CHAPTERS
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction
A conceptual framework was developed (see Figure 3.1) to delineate the main
dimensions to be studied including the key variables and the presumed relationships
among them (Miles & Hu berm an, 1984). A broad systems view was explored by
surveying all parents, teachers, and support staff from both school districts in the research
study. Within this broad framework, four students with moderate to severe disabilities
were chosen for in-depth case study. Case study data was collected through: (1) teacher
questionnaires; (2) administrator, parent, peer, and case student interviews; (3) case
student observations; and (4) record reviews. This design was developed to provide an
overview of the context in which the four case study students lived and went to school.

Figure 3.1 Conceptual framework of study.
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Act 230 was enacted in Vermont on June 4, 1990. In addition to this mandate to
provide all instructional support services in the regular classroom whenever possible, a
school district in Vermont, Windsor Central Supervisory Union #51 (WCSU), endorsed
an inclusionary model for students with disabilities. After three years of implementation
of this model, how effective is it? What are the current perceptions and attitudes of
parents, teachers, administrators, and students towards this model? Are these students
achieving successful outcomes? Is this model effective?
This study was conducted to gauge the effectiveness of using an inclusionary
special education model for students with moderate to severe disabilities. The research
questions to be answered in this study appear below:
1. Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving successful
outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
2. How is success defined for students with moderate to severe disabilities?
3. Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students with moderate to
severe disabilities?
4. What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel successful in
teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
5. Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students, parents, and
teachers prefer?
The study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase, a survey was sent to
all parents, teachers, and support staff at the two schools included in the study. Survey
analysis was done using descriptive statistics in order to examine attitudes and opinions
toward the effectiveness of using an inclusive special education model. The second phase
of the study employed a qualitative design using a modified case study approach. Four
students with moderate to severe disabilities were studied in depth to address the research
questions above.
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Instrument and Sample Population
Three students from Woodstock Elementary School and one student from
Woodstock Union Middle School were selected for in-depth case study analysis. These
students were selected because they are or were members of WCSU's Special Education
Alternative Program (see p. 51 for a history of this Program). Students with the most
severe needs have historically been referred to this program. Interviews were conducted
with the four students and their parents. Peers from the students' classes were also
interviewed. Observations were conducted in regular classroom settings. Record reviews
were done using each student's cumulative and special education files. Evaluation
reports, report cards. Individual Education Plan (IEP) progress, schedules, work samples,
and other anecdotal information were analyzed.
To provide additional information regarding the effects of inclusionary
programming in these school districts, a parent survey was sent to all parents who have
children at either Woodstock Elementary School or Woodstock Union Middle/High
School. Additionally, all teachers (both regular and special education, as well as other
related service personnel) from these schools were surveyed. Current building
administrators and special education coordinators were interviewed.
Both survey instruments were adaptations of the Restructuring Evaluation Project
(1992) Parent and Teacher Surveys from the University of Massachusetts in Amherst.
The teacher survey was validated by the project utilizing fifteen teachers who field tested
it in Amherst, Hadley, Holyoke, and Springfield, Massachusetts. These particular
geographic areas were used as being representative of rural, suburban, and urban areas.
On the basis of this pilot, changes to content and length were made. The survey was then
administered to 1,500 teachers (both regular and special education) in seven school
districts during the Spring, 1992.
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An observation instrument, the Classroom Climate Scale [CCS] (McIntosh,
Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, & Lee, in press), developed and validated at the University of
Miami, was used with permission and adapted to quantify observation data (see Appendix
Q). There was extensive research prior to its development. The Scale was validated
using trained graduate students enrolled in a Teacher Effectiveness course. Sixty
observations were conducted in three grade groupings in 60 regular education classrooms
containing mainstreamed students. The results were presented at the Annual Meeting of
the American Education Research Association in Chicago in April, 1991. The CCS data
was completed in May, 1991.
Survey analysis was done quantitatively using descriptive statistics in order to
examine attitudes and opinions toward the effectiveness of utilizing an inclusive special
education model. Fifteen out of 35 survey questions were selected to address the research
questions. Descriptive analysis included frequency, percentage distribution of responses,
tabulation of means, and standard deviations. Observational results were also analyzed
using tabulation of means and standard deviations.
Interviews and surveys were coded to correspond with the substance of the
research questions: (1) case study student success, (2) definitions of student success , (3)
classroom teacher success, (4) conditions for successful inclusion, and (5) setting
preference for students with moderate to severe disabilities. Classroom observations
examined the following factors: interactions with nondisabled peers, interactions with
regular classroom teachers, ability to perform expected tasks within the regular classroom
setting, level of support needed to carry out expected tasks in the regular classroom
setting, appropriateness of behavior/social skills, and interference with the work of others.
The researcher enlisted the help of staff volunteers to perform the observations
rather than to conduct them herself. Interview transcriptions were independently coded
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by the transcriptionist and the researcher. Case Study Parents were given a copy of the
written results to review. They were given a review sheet to provide comments to the
researcher for accuracy. These Parents were also asked to alert the researcher to any
material that was uncomfortable to them. Outcomes were renegotiated with parents on an
individual basis. The letter to parents and the review sheet appear in Appendix R. These
measures were added to address the issue of researcher bias and validity.

Site Selection
Marshall and Rossman (1989) state:
The ideal site is where (1) entry is possible; (2) there is a high probability
that a rich mix of many of the processes, people, programs, interactions,
and/or structures that may be a part of the research question will be
present; (3) the researcher can devise an appropriate role to maintain
continuity of presence for as long as necessary ; and (4) data quality and
credibility of the study are reasonably assured by avoiding poor sampling
decisions, (p. 54)
The researcher is the Director of Instructional Support Services for the Windsor Central
Supervisory Union (WCSU). This made entry to the site very possible. A written request
to do this study was made to the Superintendent (see Appendix A). After discussion with
the WCSU school board, permission was granted for this research study to take place.
Having the researcher as a central office administrator had both positive and
negative elements to consider. The positive elements included knowledge of the site and
many of the people involved in the study, the ability to be readily available for ongoing
interaction throughout the time period (continuity of presence), some understanding of
the culture of the organization, and direct access to many data sources. Negative
elements considered were the fact that some people might be reluctant to talk freely to the
researcher and the researcher's bias towards inclusive schooling.
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Given the above, the researcher believed that the positive elements outweighed
the delimitations. The study was structured to assure anonymity by using confidential
survey methodology and optional names on the teacher questionnaires. Survey data entry
was performed by an independent party at the University of Massachusetts. Case study
students and their families signed consent forms to be part of this study. The relationship
between the families and the researcher was found to have a positive effect on their
willingness to participate. All interviewees were given a consent form to sign prior to
being interviewed, assuring confidentiality and the ability to withdraw at any time
without prejudice.

Description of the District
The location of the study was Windsor Central Supervisory Union #51 (WCSU).
WCSU is comprised of six elementary districts (each containing one elementary school),
one combined union middle/high school district (containing one middle/high school), and
the supervisory union district. All have their own school boards. This supervisory union
consists of the towns of Barnard, Bridgewater, Pomfret, Reading, Sherburne, and
Woodstock, Vermont. The supervisory district covers 266 square miles and would be
described as rural. An organizational chart appears in Appendix M.
Within the supervisory union's administrative structure, there exists one
superintendent, one director of instructional support services, and one business manager.
Additionally, the supervisory union employs one essential early education (EEE)
coordinator and one EEE aide, three speech-language pathologists (SLPs), one
Alternative Program teacher with three instructional aides, and one Chapter 1 coordinator

50

with seven aides. The above staff work throughout the supervisory union to provide
support services as needed.
There are 1,304 school-aged students throughout the supervisory union. Of that
number, 155 receive some type of special education and/or related service. This
represents 11.8% of the population. There has been a steady decrease in special
education numbers over the past four years ranging from 16.2% in 1989-90 to the present
figure of 11.8% during the 1992-93 school year.
Two districts within the supervisory union were part of this research study. Both
Woodstock Elementary School and Woodstock Union High School were selected due to
the sample necessary for this study. Woodstock Elementary School has a population of
333 students. Of that number, 44 (13.2%) are receiving some type of special education
services. There are 23 regular education teachers, 3 special education staff (plus staff
from the WCSU Alternative Program), 10 special education aides, and 1 principal.
Woodstock Union High School is comprised of grades 7 through 12. There are
647 students. Of that number, 53 (8.2%) are receiving special education services. There
are 53 regular education teachers, 4 special education staff, 10 special education aides,
and 2 principals.

History of the Special Education Alternative Program
Windsor Central Supervisory Union (WCSU) has had a history of providing
special education services moving closer and closer to an inclusionary philosophy. Two
of the parents interviewed stated that their children were provided with additional time in
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private day care facilities in the area for socialization. It should be pointed out that this
supervisory union has a low incidence of children with severe disabilities residing in the
communities.
A majority of parents having children with moderate to severe disabilities united
in 1984 to express the need for a more intensive program for their children within the
district. At this time, Vermont's special education model statewide supported regional
self-contained classes beginning with Level I (grades 1-3), Level II ( grades 4-6), Level
III (grades 7-8), and Level IV (grades 9-12). Students from WCSU would be sent to the
closest collaborative in Hartford, Vermont, approximately 37 miles away, for these day
services. If day program options were not sufficient, more restrictive residential options
were also available. WCSU worked with this core of concerned parents and created the
Alternative Program which began in the 1985-86 school year.
At its inception, the Alternative Program operated as a self-contained special
education program. Mainstream opportunities did occur on a limited basis for social
reasons. The program had many related service professionals, e.g., occupational
therapist, physical therapist, speech-language therapist, who delivered these services in an
isolated, pull-out setting.
At the beginning of the 1989-90 school year, a new director of special services
(presently the director of instructional support services) was hired. Two months prior to
this, a new superintendent was also hired. After a complete program review that Fall, the
director recommended that the special education service delivery model become more
inclusive. She recommended the hiring of additional staff (one integration facilitator and
two assistants) at the high school to prepare for the next natural transition for sixth grade
students with moderate to severe disabilities and the discontinuation of sixth grade
students being sent to Hartford's Level II or III program beginning in 1990-91. In
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addition, she suggested the return of one student to the Alternative Program who was
presently being transported to Hartford, Vermont, to a Level II program.
At the beginning of the 1990-91 school year, a new teacher was hired in the
Alternative Program. The model of service began to slowly shift to a more inclusive
delivery of services. Students began receiving almost all of their special education and/or
related service within the regular classroom setting. The focus shifted from the older
"mainstreaming" model, which looked for regular education activities where the student
could benefit, to an "inclusive" model, assuming that the child remains with his/her peers
and the educators will find ways to deliver services to the student so that he/she will
benefit. This is the subtle difference that is the rudder for this inclusionary model.
Many staff at Woodstock Elementary School have participated in a wide variety
of staff development activities over the past three years. Training has been offered in
inclusion, collaborative team-building, disability awareness, cooperative learning,
learning styles, and various workshops on specific disabilities, e.g., attention deficit,
emotional disturbance. Funding for most of these activities has been provided through
the statewide Act 230 teacher-training grant or through federal special education funds.

Case Study Sample
Patton (1990) suggests that the logic and power of quantitative analysis lies in
selecting "information-rich cases" for in-depth study. He states that much can be learned
from such samples regarding issues of central importance to the research. A purposeful
sample of four students was chosen as representative of students having the most severe
disabilities throughout the district. Disabilities were confined to medical, physical,

53

and/or cognitive challenges. These students are or were in the supervisory-operated
program, the Alternative Program, which is based at Woodstock Elementary School.
Since one of the students had transitioned from the Alternative Program to
seventh grade, this student was chosen as a critical case in studying the effectiveness of
the inclusive special education model in the district. Patton (1990) suggests that "critical
cases are those that can make a point quite dramatically or are, for some reason,
particularly important in the scheme of things" (p. 174). He recommends this type of
sample as particularly significant when there is only one site in the study.
Although this sample size appears small, it represents three of the four (75%)
students in the Alternative Program during the 1992-93 school year. There were six
students in the program during the 1991-92 school year and four of those six (66%) are in
the present study. Given the rural nature of Vermont and the low incidence of students
with severe disabilities throughout WCSU, this is a very representative sample of the
population in question. The breakdown of students chosen is as follows:
NAME

AGE

SEX

GRADE

SCHOOL

1. Frank

10

Male

Grade 3

Woodstock Elementary

2. Bob

12

Male

Grade 5

Woodstock Elementary

3. Maureen

13

Female

Grade 6

Woodstock Elementary

4. Susan

14

Female

Grade 7

Woodstock Union High

The above represent a sample of two males and two females across a grade range
from grade three through grade seven. There are no grade four students in the Alternative
Program. Frank is the youngest student in the Alternative Program and represents the
student most included in regular education throughout his grade school years.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION OF DATA

Introduction
This study was conducted to gauge the effectiveness of using an inclusionary
special education model for students with moderate to severe disabilities. Five research
questions were developed to ascertain the inclusionary model's effectiveness with this
population:
1. Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving successful
outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
2. How is success defined for students with moderate to severe disabilities?
3. Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students with moderate
to severe disabilities?
4. What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel successful in
teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
5. Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students, parents, and
teachers prefer?
Both quantitative and qualitative research methodology were used in this study.
The quantitative pieces were the parent and teacher surveys. The qualitative pieces were
interviews, observations, questionnaires, and record reviews. In order to discuss both the
the quantitative and qualitative sections of the study, this chapter is organized using the
following format. First, quantitative data are examined in relation to each of the research
questions. These data include results of the teacher and parent surveys. Second, each of
the four case studies is presented with its data gathered from the individual student's
Individual Education Plan (IEP) and records, as well as class observations and interviews.
Third, aggregate data for the four case studies are presented and discussed. These
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include: student observations, teacher questionnaires, and the interviews. Finally, the
five research questions are answered utilizing the aggregate data.

Quantitative Results
Teacher Survey Analysis
Data from the teacher surveys provided information relevant to the five research
questions. Surveys were sent to all teachers and support staff throughout the two districts
in this study. In total, 121 surveys were sent and 60 (50%) were returned. Of the 48
elementary school surveys sent, 30 (63%) were returned. Seventy-three secondary
surveys were sent and 30 (41%) were returned. The percentage of survey returns by
school are shown in Figure 4.1.
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Figure 4.1. Percentage of teacher survey returns by school.
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Regular classroom teachers accounted for 55% of the respondents. Special
educators accounted for 8% of the returns. Paraprofessionals made up 10% of the survey
respondents (see Figure 4.2).

m No Response
■ Regular Education Teacher
□ Gifted/Talented Teacher
■ Special Education Teacher
B Chapter 1 Teacher
■ Paraprofessional
■ Other

Primary
Role

Figure 4.2. Percentage of teacher survey returns by role.

Research Question #1: Are students with moderate to severe disabilities
achieving successful outcomes when placed in inclusive settings? Teachers believe that
students with moderate to severe disabilities are achieving successful outcomes when
placed in inclusive settings. They were asked to respond to the statement, "Students with
moderate to severe disabilities are achieving successful outcomes in integrated settings."
Twenty-seven respondents (45%) agreed with this statement. Nine respondents (15%)
strongly agreed with this statement. Total responses in agreement with this statement
totaled 60%. Fourteen people (23.3%) were neutral. There were seven people (11.7%)
who disagreed with this statement. No respondents strongly disagreed with this
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statement. In total, the number disagreeing with this statement was only 11.7% (see
Figure 4.3). There was one person who did not respond to this question and two people
who gave more than one response.

■ Strongly Disagree
B Disagree

s Neutral
H Agree
□ Strongly Agree

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

Figure 4.3. Percentage of teachers who believe students with moderate to severe
disabilities are achieving successful outcomes.

Research Question #2: How is success defined for students with moderate to
severe disabilities? This research study posed questions regarding the success of students
with moderate to severe disabilities in inclusive settings. It was important to define
success prior to answering the research questions in any meaningful manner. Teachers
judged success by skill improvement, ability to follow through with assignments, and
social skills. Skill improvement (70%), ability to follow through with assignments
(52%), and social skills (37%) received the highest ratings in the category, "A Great
Deal". Grades (15%), test scores (10%), and academic skills (20%) were the three lowest
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rated in the category, "A Great Deal". Teachers chose academic skills (47%) and grades
(38%) as useful "To Some Extent" (see Figure 4.4).
Teachers used many standards when judging student success. Grades and test
scores appeared less important than would have been expected. Skill improvement was
by far the most selected criterion.

□ Grades

70%

□ Academic Skills

60%

■ Test Scores

50%

mi Skill Improvement

40%

□ Ability to Follow Through
with Assignments

□ Social Skills

30%
20%
10%
0%

1
A Great Deal

To Some Extent

Uncertain

Comparatively
Little

Not at All

Figure 4.4. Teachers' definitions of student success.

Research Question #3: Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching
students with moderate to severe disabilities? Survey respondents were asked to respond
to the statement, "I feel I am able to successfully teach students with moderate to severe
disabilities in my class." Slightly less than half of the respondents felt that they were
successfully teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities in their classrooms.
Only 45% of the respondents "agreed" or "strongly agreed" with this statement. There
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were 18.3% of the respondents who "disagreed" or "strongly disagreed" with this
statement There were 23.3% "neutral" responses (see Figure 4.5).

HD Strongly Agree

100%

■ Agree

90%

B Neutral

80%

■ Disagree
■ Strongly Disagree

70%

■ No Response

60%

□ More Than 1 Response

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Figure 4.5. Teachers' feelings of success teaching
students with moderate to severe disabilities.

A related question asked respondents was, "To what extend do you feel the
following student populations can be successfully integrated?" Figure 4.6 provides a
summary of responses. Students with learning disabilities were thought to be the most
successfully integrated with 76.7% of responses falling into the categories of
"Successfully" or "Very Successfully". These are usually students with more mild to
moderate disabilities. Interestingly, 75% of the respondents felt that students with
physical impairments would fall into the two successful categories. The third highest
population thought to be successfully integrated was students with learning impairments
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(68.3%). It is equally significant to note that only 25% of the respondents felt that
students with emotional/behavioral disabilities were able to be successfully integrated.

100%

□ Very Successfully
□ Successfully

90%

■ Uncertain
B Unsuccessfully

80%

1 Very Unsuccessfully

70%
60%
50%

Emotional/
Behavioral
Disability

Hearing
Impaired

Learning
Disabled

Learning
Impaired

Physically
Impaired

Visually
Impaired

Figure 4.6. Degree of successful integration teachers perceive by disability category.

Research Question #4: What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to
feel successful in teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities? In order for
teachers to feel successful in teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities, they
need extra time for consultation, curriculum adaptation, and individualized instruction for
their students. Teachers were asked about their involvement with integration activities in
their school. They were asked to choose which areas required additional time from a list
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of preparation, consultation with teachers, communication with parents, individualized
instruction, student assessment, adaptation of curriculum or pre-referral consultation.
The greatest area requiring additional time was in needing additional teacher consultation
time (85%). The second item most checked was in needing additional time for
curriculum adaptations (78%). The third highest requirement was for additional time for
individualized instruction (63%). The results are shown in Figure 4.7 (more than one
response was acceptable).

■ Additional time
H Additional
for
Communication
Individualized
with Parents
Instruction

5 Additional
Preparation
Time

D Additional
Consultation
with Teachers

□ Additional
Student
Assessment

D Additional time □ Additonal Time □ Other
for Adaptation
for PreReferral
of Curriculum
Consultation

Figure 4.7. Areas needing additional teacher time for successful integration.
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Teachers rated the degree to which a set of given conditions supported successful
integration activities in their schools. Staff felt that staff expertise (33.3%),
administrative commitment (28.3%), and the flexibility of other professionals (28.3%)
supported successful integration "a great deal". Interestingly, staff felt that paid summer
planning time and release time were least supportive respectively to successful
integration activities. The results appear in Figure 4.8.

Collaboration Among
Teachers
Staff Expertise
Paid Summer
Planning Time
Release Time
Administrative
Commitment
Accommodations
Flexibility of Other
Professionals
Sufficient Funding

0%

10%

H A Great Deal

20%

H To Some
Extent

30%

40%

■ Uncertain

□ Comparatively □ Not at all
Little

Figure 4.8. Conditions that support successful integration.
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50%

Teachers rated the degree to which a set of given conditions impeded successful
integration activities in their schools. Staff felt that lack of common planning time
(383%), large class size (35%), and negative teacher attitudes (26.7%) were the most
serious impediments to successful integration at their schools. Staff felt that negative
administrator attitudes (36.7%) and lack of personnel (15%) were least likely to be
impediments to successful integration activities. The results appear in Figure 4.9.

Lack of Professional
Developm't
Negative Parental
Attitude
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Inadequate Facilities
Lack of Common
Planning Time
Negative Admin.
Attitude
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Negative Teacher
Attitudes
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HTo Some Extent ■ Uncertain

ea Comparatively □ Not at All
Little

Figure 4.9. Conditions that impede successful integration.
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50%

Research Question #5: Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do
students, parents, and teachers prefer? Survey Question No. 9 asked where the teacher
preferred that students with moderate to severe disabilities receive services. Thirty-two
respondents (53.3%) preferred a pull-out model for students with moderate to severe
disabilities to receive instruction. Twenty-one people (35%) felt that these students
should have services in the regular classroom. Only four respondents (6.7%) felt services
should be received in a separate classroom. These results appear in Figure 4.10.

H regular classroom
100%

■ pull-out model

90%
80%

□ separate classroom
■ other

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
model
preferred

Figure 4.10. Teachers' setting preference.

Most teachers believed that some children's educational needs can best be met
outside of the classroom. Eighty-three percent of the staff agreed or strongly agreed that
some children's educational needs can best be met outside of the regular classroom. Only
eight percent of the respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement (see
Figure 4.11).
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When asked to respond to the statement, "The integration of all students
diminishes the quality of education for regular classroom students," 33% agreed or
strongly agreed. Forty-eight percent disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement
(see Figure 4.11).

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

QIntegration diminishes the quality of
education for regular education students

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

■Some childen's educational needs can best
be met outside of regular classroom

Figure 4.11. Teachers' opinions about including all students in regular classrooms.

Parent/Guardian Survey Analysis
Parent surveys were sent to 711 homes. Two hundred twenty-three surveys (31%)
were returned. The actual town distribution is represented in Table 4.1. Of the 223
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respondents, there were 34 (15%) males and 181 (81%) females. Eight (4%) did not
specify gender.
Table 4.1
Parent Survey Returns by Legal Mailing Addresses
SENT

RETURNED

%

Woodstock

376

135

36

Bridgewater

63

19

30

Barnard

20

6

30

Killington

38

11

29

Reading

30

9

30

Pomfret

36

6

20

Bethel/South Royalton

55

11

20

Windsor Southeast Towns:
(Windsor, West Windsor,
Ascutney, Hartland, Brownsville)

39

16

41

Pittsfield, Stockbridge,
Rutland, Mendon, Gageville

18

4

22

Cavendish, Tyson, Ludlow,
Plymouth, Proctorsville

22

5

23

West Hartford, Quechee,
Strafford, Dorset

14

1

7

711

223

31

TOWN

Thirty-four percent of the survey respondents were college graduates. Twenty
percent had some college experience. Twenty-four percent listed advanced degrees.
Seventeen percent were high school graduates (see Figure 4.12).

67

H Some High School

Education Level

■ High School Graduate
5 Some College
□ College Graduate
■ Advanced Degree
□ No Response

Figure 4.12. Education level of parent respondents.

Research Question #2: How is success defined for students with moderate to
severe disabilities? When asked, "How useful to you is each of the following forjudging
your child's success in the classroom?", 61% of the parents responded that skill
improvement was the most useful measure. They chose ability to follow through with
assignments next most often at 57.8%. Their third highest factor in judging their child's
success was academic skills which was rated 50.7%. They felt that grades (34.5%),
social skills (33.6%), and test scores (30.9%) were fairly useful (see Figure 4.13).
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grades
□ academic skills
■ test scores
□ social skills
□ skill improvement
ability to follow through
with assignments

a great deal

fairly well

to some extent

comparatively
little

not at all

Figure 4.13. Parents' definitions of student success.

Research Question #5: Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do
students, parents, and teachers prefer? Parents who had children receiving some type of
support services were asked where they preferred that their children receive those
services. Of the 223 respondents, 96 (43%) had children receiving special education.
Chapter 1, or enrichment services. Of these 96 respondents, 94 answered this question.
The two parents who did not respond had children receiving enrichment services rather
than special education services.
Thirty-nine percent of the above parents preferred that their children receive
services in the regular classroom. An almost equal amount, 32%, preferred services to be
delivered through a pull-out model. Eleven percent felt that services should be delivered
in a separate classroom. Their responses are summarized in Figure 4.14.
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H regular classroom
■ pull-out model
□ separate class
■ other

preferred

Figure 4.14. Parents’ setting preference.

The results of opinion statements regarding the inclusion of all students in the
regular classroom are shown in Figure 4.15. Almost 70 percent (65.9%) of the parents
surveyed felt that some of their children's educational needs could be best met in
programs outside the regular classroom. Only 13.4% of the parents disagreed with this
statement. When asked to respond to the statement, "Placing students with moderate to
severe disabilities into regular classes interferes with other children's ability to learn,"
38.5% agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. An almost equal percent (37.3%)
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this statement. When asked how they felt about all
children being taught in the regular classroom, more than half of the parents (51.5%)
disagreed or strongly disagreed with this view. Only 28.7% agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement.
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Strongly
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■ Some of my children's
HPlacing students with
■All students should be
educational needs can best
moderate to severe
taught in the regular
be met in programs
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classroom
other children's ability to
learn

Figure 4.15. Parents' opinions about including all students in regular classrooms.

Qualitative Results
Case Study Summaries
Frank. Frank was bom on December 24, 1982, following a full-term pregnancy.
At birth, Frank weighed 5 pounds, 7.5 ounces. A diagnosis of Williams Syndrome was
made in May, 1984. The records state, "Williams Syndrome is characterized by
developmental disabilities and it is not atypical for the developmental profile to include
relative verbal strengths. A progressive disorder with multisystemic involvement,
progressive joint limitation and hypertonia is characteristic." Frank was bom with a heart
murmur. He had recurring ear infections requiring bilateral tubes in his ears. Progress in
motor and language skills was slow. He sat at six months; cruised at 16 months, and
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began walking at 19 months. He began using single word utterances at two years. A
school referral was made by the Child Development Center Early Intervention Program in
Rhode Island (the referral was not dated but assumed to be approximately July, 1985).
Frank began special education services through the Early Intervention Program (EIP) in
Rhode Island where he was bom.
An Early Intervention Team worked with Frank at home twice each month and
also saw him twice weekly in this preschool program. The final evaluation by the Child
Development Center Early Intervention Program, dated December 10, 1985, indicated
scores within the mild mental retardation range.
Although records recommended a special education program for Frank when he
turned three years old, the first record of an Individual Education Plan (IEP) was for the
1987-88 school year when Frank was four years old. Placement was in a morning
preschool in Rhode Island for five days per week and two and one-half hours per day.
Frank rode to his preschool program on a special education mini-bus with the assistance
of an aide. He received three 30-minute sessions of speech/language therapy and two 20minute sessions of adaptive physical therapy each week. Total time in a regular
education program was noted as "Not Applicable".
An evaluation, dated March 8, 1988, from the Child Development Clinic in
Providence, Rhode Island, recommended that because Frank had turned five, his day
should be expanded to include a Head Start Component to provide socialization, peer
play, and generalization of all schools within a less-structured setting.
A meeting was held on November 14, 1988, to determine placement and to
develop a new IEP.

Placement was to be a special education preschool for 12.5 hours

per week with no time in a regular education program.
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In early January, 1989, Frank's family moved to Vermont. The Team in the new
school district adopted only some of the IEP goals from the November, 1988-89, IEP.
Frank's placement changed from a 100% special education placement to a 100% regular
education placement at an Essential Early Education prekindergarten program.
A Comprehensive Evaluation Report was completed by the Vermont District on
March 28, 1989, to comply with necessary Vermont legal requirements. Frank was
eligible for special education services in Vermont under the health impairment category
due to Williams Syndrome.
On April 4, 1989, a new IEP was developed and the initial Vermont placement
determined. Frank was placed in an Early Childhood mainstreamed class with special
education services. Placement from September, 1989, to April, 1990, was to be an
intensive resource room program for Five full days per week with occupational therapy
and physical therapy as indicated. The IEP states, "Frank should be integrated to the
greatest extent possible with his peers in the regular educational setting. Skills should be
learned and practiced in 1:1 and small group settings, then generalized into less restrictive
settings."
Frank moved to the Windsor Central Supervisory Union over the Summer of 1989
and the Director of Special Education recommended that Frank attend the Alternative
Program for seven to ten days and then have a formal meeting to discuss program
options. The IEP from Frank's previous school was followed with a new placement sheet
indicating regular kindergarten and alternative classroom placement.
A meeting was held on March 26, 1990, to develop an IEP for Frank's program.
Placement was 50% in regular education and 50% special education. An individual aide
accompanied Frank to all mainstreamed classes.
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At the June, 1991, IEP meeting, the classroom teacher stated that it would be
helpful to her if the Team could meet with her weekly. She said that Frank has started to
ask some appropriate questions during classroom discussions. She went on to say "the
rest of the class don't think of Frank or [aide] as being related services, just an extension
of [teacher]'s class." The teacher stated that she sometimes works with Frank and other
times the aide does. "This has worked out nicely this year!"
A new IEP was developed for September 3, 1991, to June 15, 1992 (Grade 2).
Frank's placement was 97% in regular education. Once again, Frank had a full-time aide
in the classroom. Frank was pulled out of the classroom to receive individual
occupational therapy for one hour per week. Speech/language services would be
delivered in the classroom for 30 minutes, twice weekly. A special educator was made
available to the classroom teacher on an as needed basis. Speech consultation was
scheduled for 30 minutes twice each month. Frank's second grade progress report noted
that Frank achieved 22% of his objectives, he made progress on 69%, and 9% were not
introduced.
Frank entered grade three during the 1992-93 school year. The new IEP had goals
in the areas of social/communication, self management, language arts, math, and speech.
Frank's placement was 98% regular education. Speech therapy was delivered in a pull¬
out situation for 30 minutes each week. Progress for this year was mastery of 43% of his
objectives, progress on 42%, no progress made on 6% of the objectives, and 9% were not
introduced.
Frank's third grade report card showed that he was absent eight times (however,
fourth quarter was not marked). It was significant to note that on this classroom report
card Frank's teacher(s) were listed as the classroom teacher, his aide, and the special
education teacher. No fourth quarter grades appeared for reading, writing and speaking.
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and math. However, markings did appear for the first three quarters. He received
"Satisfactory" in computers, health education, and social studies. He had "Satisfactory"
marks in "science effort" and "understands material presented"; however, "predicting and
reporting outcomes" was listed as N/A (areas not covered). "Work habits" were listed as
"Satisfactory" except for "follows school and classroom rules", "works well with others",
and "uses time effectively" which all received a rating of "improvement needed".
Since the second page of the report card with the narrative was missing from this
record in addition to some missing fourth-quarter markings, the researcher believes that
this was an incomplete record upon final review.
Bob. Bob was bom August 17, 1980, at 30-week gestation, weighing 3 pounds
and 1 ounce, with jaundice. He is described as having a congenital physical handicap,
cerebral palsy (spastic quadriplegia), with concomitant sensory-motor deficits. Bob's
cognitive abilities are difficult to assess due to his visual and motor difficulties.
However, evaluations do show delays significant enough to warrant a secondary special
education category of learning impairment. He has a visual impairment called
anisometropia, a difference in the refraction of the two eyes. This causes Bob to prefer to
use one eye more than the other which produces head movements. Current testing (1992)
revealed that Bob's visual perceptual difficulties are significant and may account for
much of his trouble with reading, writing, spelling, and math. Bob uses a motorized
wheelchair for mobility and a communication device to assist him in speaking. He is
basically a nonverbal child; but he has the ability to gesture, nod, and verbalize "yes" and
"no" responses that can be understandable to others.
He was enrolled at the Vermont Achievement Center (V.A.C.) Preschool, a
private day and residential program for children with substantial special education needs,
in September of 1982 by the Vermont Department of Health. Bob's program consisted of
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two one and one-half hour sessions each week with one-to-one classroom instruction with
one or both of his parents (30-minute sessions). Bob continued in this placement during
the 1983-84 school year.
Windsor Central Supervisory Union's Basic Staffing Team met at the end of
May, 1984, to discuss placement and to develop an IEP for Bob for the 1984-85 school
year. Placement was 100% special education in the Woodstock Developmental Center
program for five days each week from 8:30 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Bob remained in this
placement during the 1985-86 year as well.
When the team met to discuss Bob's IEP and placement for the 1986-87 school
year, goal areas remained the same; however, there was one major difference in the look
of his placement—Bob was to be mainstreamed in regular education classes for 20% of
the time. It was recommended that Bob go to the Sunshine School, a private nursery
school, for two afternoons each week and, once he had recovered from hip surgery, the
time would be increased to two full days each week. Mainstreaming abilities were to be
reassessed in September and December, 1986.
In June, 1987, the Team met again to discuss placement and IEP for the 1987-88
school year. Bob would be entering a modified kindergarten in the morning and would
also be enrolled in an alternative, self-contained special education program in the
afternoons. He would have an individual aide to work with him for the entire day.
Bob entered the first grade during the 1988-89 school year. Placement was in a
regular classroom for opening exercise, music, art, and recess with the remainder of his
day in the alternative program. Again, Bob had an individual aide. He received the
related services of occupational therapy, physical therapy, speech/language therapy, and
Behavior Consultant services.
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Bob was placed in a residential special education program through the Vermont
Achievement Center for his second grade year (1989-90). Grade 3 (1990-91) was also
spent in this residential special education placement due to medical concerns. Bob was
scheduled to have hip surgery in August, 1990. Reintegration to an in-district placement
was planned for the 1991-92 school year.
In June, 1991, Bob had additional surgery. He was in a cast for about a month.
At that time, he received summer tutorial services while recuperating at the Vermont
Achievement Center.
Bob was placed back in the district for his fourth grade year (1991-92). At that
time, his program was 94% in the regular education classroom with the related services
of speech/language, occupational therapy, and physical therapy. He was taken from the
classroom for 120 minutes each week for direct speech services. Again, he had an
individual aide. Bob mastered 11% of his IEP objectives and made progress on 54%.
There were 29% of the objectives addressed with no progress and 6% were not addressed.
Bob's IEP for the 1992-93 school year (grade 5) included the goal areas of
communication, socialization goals, self management, language arts, and math. Bob
continues to be assisted by an individual aide. He was placed 95% of the time in his
regular education classroom time with the related services of speech/language,
occupational therapy, and physical therapy delivered almost exclusively in his classroom.
He was taken from the classroom only for 130 minutes each week for direct speech and
reading services. Bob's progress report from June, 1993, showed that he mastered 12% of
his objectives, made progress on 54%, and made no progress on 29% of them. There
were 5% of the objectives not addressed.
In addition to his special education file, Bob's regular education report card for
1992-93 was reviewed. In language arts, his teacher referred to IEP goals for progress.
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In math, he earned a "B" (meets requirements and expectations) with a notation to refer to
IEP objectives. He had a "B" in social studies and an "A" (exceeds requirements and
expectations) in science. There were no grades entered for computer or health education.
Entries under "contributes to discussions", "expresses ideas clearly when speaking and
writing", "uses time effectively", and "works independently" had notations of "N/A" (Not
Applicable). The report card showed that Bob had been absent only four days during the
school year.
Maureen. Maureen is a twin, bom on September 6, 1979. Her mother had
ongoing concerns regarding Maureen's development since infancy. At two years of age,
Maureen began having episodes of seizure-like activity. Her parents were told it was
breath-holding by Hanover physicians. Her EEG was normal. She was referred to the
Windsor Central Supervisory Union for Essential Early Education by her physician in
November, 1982. Concerns at that time included speech delays, motor problems, and
possible seizures.
A consent for initial placement was completed and an IEP was developed on
December 20,1982. Maureen was enrolled in the Speech/Language Program and
received speech services for 30 minutes per week. More testing was done in February,
1983, resulting in a placement at the Woodstock Developmental Center, beginning March
31, 1983. Maureen was enrolled Monday through Friday from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 noon.
A referral to the Genetic Center in early April, 1983, produced a diagnosis of
"Unknown disorder: (1) Seizure disorder, nail dysphasia, low anterior hairline,
synophrys." It is important to note that over the years that Maureen has been receiving
special education services, her disability category remains enigmatic. In 1987, her
cognitive abilities fell within the moderate range of mental retardation and she was
classified under Vermont Rules as learning impaired. A physician's report, dated
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August3, 1989, stated that Maureen "shows many and significant neurological findings
similar to a child or adult with head trauma," including poor interpersonal skills, concrete
thinking, poor motor planning and spatial organization, very poor sequencing and
organizational skills." It was noted that Maureen probably had better cognition than she
was able to show. In 1990, her scores on the same IQ test placed her in the low-average
range of intelligence resulting in a special education reclassification to health impairment
due to her seizure disorder as opposed to a learning impairment. Her most recent
evaluation in 1993 stated that Maureen is most likely functioning in the borderline range
of intelligence. There is reason to believe that she will continue to meet the special
education category of learning impairment due to her lower than average adaptive
behavior skills.
A new IEP was developed for Maureen from March, 1983, to June, 1984.
Maureen was again placed at the Woodstock Developmental Center for five days a week
from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. This placement was 100% special education. The
justification for her removal from regular education was noted as "significance and
severity of developmental delays require specialized intensive services." Because
Maureen was not making significant progress and behavioral concerns were surfacing,
her placement was changed to full-time at the Woodstock Development Center on
December 5, 1983.
For the 1984-85 school year, Maureen was placed at the Sunshine Nursery School
from 8:30 a.m. to 12:00 noon and at the Woodstock Developmental Center from 12:00
noon to 2:00 p.m. Placement was 65% regular education and 35% special education.
This placement held Maureen back one year. She should have gone to kindergarten with
her twin brother; however, it was "decided that Maureen was not ready to go to
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kindergarten but needed to spend a year in a normal nursery school four year old
program". She was five years old at this time.
During the 1985-86 school year, Maureen was placed in the WCSU Alternative
Program. Her grade was listed as "EEE" (Early Essential Education). An IEP footnote
states, "(1) participation in regular classroom activities to be determined following school
start 1985-1986 and will include Physical Education, Music, Art, at least," and "(2)
integration into regular class activities will occur in conjunction with alternative class
program and regular classroom teacher to maximum."
The IEP for 1986-87 listed goals in the areas of math, reading, social integration,
and motor/occupational therapy. Speech services were also noted but no goals were
listed in the IEP. "Alternative Class" was listed as Maureen's grade. Placement was in
the Alternative Program from 8:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. and in a regular education
classroom from 12:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m. daily (30% regular education). An IEP footnote
stated, "Participation in regular kindergarten class will occur daily for a full afternoon
session in addition to any class or school special events, such as assemblies, art, music,
and physical education."
Because Maureen was to be reevaluated in the Fall of 1987, an IEP was developed
to run from June, 1987, to December, 1987. This IEP listed Maureen as grade 1.
Maureen was placed in both the alternative class and regular education class with 60-70%
of the time in regular education. Speech services were delivered twice weekly.
As a result of the updated evaluations, a Written Evaluation Report was
completed. Maureen was reclassified as learning impaired. A new IEP was developed to
cover the period from December, 1987, to June, 1988. Placement was listed as the
Alternative Class and regular class with 80-100% of the program to be in the regular
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class. Two one-half hour units of speech were to be delivered weekly. Maureen also was
given the accommodation of a one-to-one classroom aide for reading and math.
Maureen entered the second grade during the 1988-89 school year. Placement
was 100% in a regular education program. Maureen was assigned an aide for
mainstream classes, 20% of the day, and increasing as the school year progresses. Other
related services included speech therapy twice weekly, resource room, and a consulting
teacher as needed.
The IEP for 1989-90 places Maureen in the third grade. Placement was in the
Alternative Program with Resource Room four times weekly. She received two one-half
hour units of speech/language therapy and one unit of occupational therapy each week.
Maureen also was in a Basic Skills Class three times each week.
Placement for the 1990-91 school year was in a regular education fourth grade
classroom for 75% of the time. Related services included two one-half hour sessions of
group speech, one hour of individual occupational therapy, and six hours per week with
the Alternative Teacher, either individually or with small groups, for mainstream support.
During a meeting in September, 1990, Maureen's mother noted that Maureen was much
happier this year. "She comes home happy and wanting to be in school. She definitely
feels a part of the regular class and knows Mr. [teacher].
Ninety-six percent of Maureen's fifth grade program was in the regular classroom.
Her IEP for 1991-92 included one hour of speech services with half of that delivered
outside of the regular classroom and 45 minutes of occupational therapy delivered outside
of the classroom. Regular education class was to be supported by special education staff
as needed.
The progress report for 1991-92 showed that Maureen mastered 21% of her
objectives, made progress in 67%, and 12% of the objectives were not addressed.
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In a meeting, Maureen's mother noted improvement in her listening skills.
Minutes stated that Maureen "has been accepted by the other children in PE class." Mrs.
[ mother] noted the Maureen was feeling very good about being accepted. "Maureen is
not afraid to be in the class without the special education teacher or the aide," she stated.
"This is the best year ever." Accommodations were noted as being important in the
classroom to help Maureen be successful.
During the Summer of 1992, Maureen was offered extended school year services
for a six-week period. Areas to be maintained were social skills, written language, and
math. Instructions was on a one-to-one basis for academics with a special educator for
three days per week and two hours per day. Special education and occupational therapy
support were also offered for the town run recreational program.
Goals included on Maureen's 1992-93 IEP included independent skills, social
skills, writing, listening comprehension, oral expression, and math. Placement was 100%
in the regular education environment with nine classroom accommodations listed.
Speech/ language and occupational therapy consultation was provided in the classroom.
One hour of speech was delivered in the classroom each week. The progress report
showed that Maureen mastered 23% of her objectives and made progress in 73%. She
made no progress in 4% of her objectives.
The results from the Grade 5 Stanford Test were included in Maureen's regular
education file. This is a group standardized test administered to all students in grades 4
through 7 throughout WCSU. Maureen's scores are summarized below:
Total Reading
Language
Study Skills
Listening
Thinking

Math
Spelling
Science
Using Information

2.6
DNA
3.0
2.0
3.0
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2.2
1.9
3.5
3.0

Areas that fell in the "average” range were adding whole numbers, information
skills, thinking skills, study skills, biological science, and science knowledge. All other
areas were below average. Given this student's disabilities, the scores showed very good
performance on a group standardized test. Students with moderate to severe disabilities
generally do very poorly in group standardized test situations. Many are not expected to
take these tests at all.
Maureen's received all "Bs" on her sixth grade report card. Her level of effort met
or exceeded requirements in all subject areas. Maureen's social studies teacher
commented that she reads very well orally and does very well with hands-on projects.
Susan. Susan was bom on June 14, 1978. She was referred to Windsor Central
Supervisory Union's Essential Early Education (EEE) program on November 13, 1980, at
age two years and five months. Susan was found to be eligible for special education
services in January, 1981. The reasons cited for eligibility were significant
developmental delays in the areas of speech and language, and gross and fine motor
skills. Susan is currently eligible for special education services under Vermont State
Rules as a student with a learning impairment. Her intellectual capabilities are in the
mentally deficient range.

On January 22, 1981, Susan was placed at the Woodstock

Developmental Center for the remainder of the school year. Her placement was 100%
special education consisting of one-to-one instmction for three days per week from 8:30
a.m. to 1:00 p.m. Developmental Delays was the justification listed for removing Susan
from the regular education setting. The IEP stated, "Susan will not participate in a
regular school program as she has not reached the developmental level for a normal
preschool program."
Susan's placement for school year 1981-82 continued at the Developmental
Center with 100% of the time in special education but placement was increased to a full
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day at the Woodstock Developmental Center. Due to her "nice interaction" with children
at the Center, it was recommended that she attend a regular private nursery school
starting in February, 1982. The report dated May 17, 1982, states "Susan has made
considerable progress this year and is now generally functioning at the three and one-half
year level." A concern was noted by a staff member of the Woodstock Developmental
Center that Susan was experiencing difficulty in getting back to work after her day at
nursery school, so it was decided that she would attend only one day with an option of
increasing in January, 1983, "if it seemed appropriate and she seems able to deal with
different expectations."
Susan's placement for the 1982-83 school year was four full days at the
Woodstock Developmental Center and one-half day at a private nursery school
(approximately 80% special education and 20% regular education).
Susan's IEP for the 1983-84 school year recommended placement at the
Woodstock Developmental Center's special education program for three and one-half
days and at the Sunshine School for 1 1/2 days (70% special education, 30% regular
education).
At a September 6, 1983, IEP meeting, Susan's mother expressed concern that
Susan should attend a structured nursery school program prior to beginning kindergarten
the next year. Placement was reviewed on November 10, 1983, and time in the regular
education nursery school increased to include three afternoons per week instead of the
two originally proposed.
During the 1984-85 school year, Susan was placed in her own school district's
kindergarten program during the mornings and at the Woodstock Developmental Center
for the afternoon. Her kindergarten time included special education support of one hour
each day in a one-to-one or small group situations (40% special education, 60% regular
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education). In addition, her parents requested a summer component to her IEP that
included speech/language services and academic tutorial. Susan continued to receive a
summer program tutorial throughout her elementary school years.
A letter found in the file, dated October 22, 1984, from the school's learning
specialist to the District EEE coordinator mentioned concerns regarding Susan's work in
kindergarten. Concerns included knowing things one day and not the next, impulsivity,
work being too hard in math, sequencing and attention span. It was stated that Susan has
complained to her about kindergarten—not in a specific way, but feeling like Susan had
no friends, there were too many kids, and the kids would not play with her. "The kids
don't exclude her, but she doesn't understand what they are doing so she can't really
actively participate.”
A postscript at the bottom of this letter (person unknown) indicated that Susan
cannot sort or classify. Susan is okay during free play but "falls apart" during large group
instruction. "She (Susan) is afraid the children are beginning to look at her as an oddity
(one very sensitive child recently commented about her). (Name) wonders what the other
will do. She wonders how much Susan is benefiting. She has days also of being
disruptive to the class." No meeting minutes or reports were found to discuss the above
concerns nor was any written response found in the file.
During the 1985-86 school year, Susan was listed as "ungraded". She was placed
in the Alternative Program at the Woodstock Elementary School. Her program was
100% special education with footnotes stating that she would participate in physical
education, music, and art as determined. Also, "social integration to be determined by
alternative program teacher and regular classroom teacher."
Susan entered the first grade during the 1986-87 school year. Her placement was
in the Alternative Class from 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 noon (special education) and in the
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regular classroom from 12:00 noon to 2:30 p.m. (60% special education, 40% regular
education). An IEP footnote also stated that Susan would participate in all class and
school special events, such as assemblies, art, music, and physical education.
The file contains two letters of correspondence from the Director of Special
Education to the parent's attorney where there is obvious displeasure and disagreement on
both sides. In one letter (dated April 6, 1987), the Director raises concern over the
lawyer's comment that "the spirit of mainstreaming is being lost." She apparently
accused the District of being resistant to mainstreaming. In the second letter, also dated
April 6, 1987, the Director responds to five items from the attorney's letter. A comment
from the Director is noteworthy: "Mainstreaming students with handicaps is, as you
know, a challenge that all educators must face."
The IEP written for Susan (age nine years) to run from May, 1987, to May, 1988,
places Susan in second grade. Placement was 46% special education in the Alternative
Class and 54% in a regular education classroom. An IEP footnote required the speechlanguage pathologist, special educator, mainstream teacher, occupational therapist,
physical therapist, and physical education teacher to meet monthly and computer teacher
to have input as well.
The IEP developed for September 1988, to June 1989, recommended third grade
placement in the Alternative Class and regular education (no percentage or time is
specified on this IEP). The Alternative Class teacher, in a progress report dated April 10,
1989, notes: "Susan appears to be totally interested in school. Her primary focus appears
to be centered around being part of a group and fitting in with this group. ... When she is
unable to do the skills requirement (mainstream class), she will often refuse help that
would show her cognitive difficulty. Susan exhibits in this way a real sensitivity to her
differences." Note was made that in the Alternative Classroom she is much more
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aggressive [in accomplishing her work]. The teacher goes on to discuss the concern of
lack of time in the school day to meet Susan's needs and recommends the need to make
choices based on long-term goals. She saw the "learning gap" widening and
recommended work on functional skills in an integrated manner.
A letter from Susan's mother to the new special education teacher reviewed some
parent thoughts for the 1989-90IEP. The first one was for Susan to follow the fourth
grade schedule as much as possible. Other ideas were for Susan to have a reading tutor
when the class has language arts and a math tutor when the class has math. The IEP was
discussed in a meeting in late February, 1990. It was decided that an aide would work on
more hands-on kinds of activities and be out of the classroom as needed. A new IEP was
completed to run from February 28, 1990, to February 28, 1991. Placement would
continue in the Alternative Program with regular education classes 41% of the time for
specials, snack, lunch, recess, and "Come & Go". Accommodations stated that Susan
benefits from participating with regular classroom. Peer role modeling was very
important. She should participate in all suitable classroom activities and every attempt
should be made to make her schedule parallel to the classroom.
Minutes from a meeting held on June 5, 1990, noted that a summer (extended
school year) program was recommended. Susan's mother commented that "we have
covered so much good ground this year that she doesn't want Susan to forget it." The
recommendation was for six weeks of tutoring for three hours per week.
No IEP was found in the File to cover the period from March, 1991, to June, 1991.
Meeting minutes of March 15, 1991, stated that an new IEP was proposed but one was
not found in the file .
Susan's IEP for grade 6 covered the period from September 3, 1991, to June 15,
1992. Placement was 100% in a regular class with Alternative Program support for 78%
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of the time to the classroom. Occupational therapy was for 60 minutes per week in class.
Speech was 60 minutes per week in the classroom, and speech consultation was for 30
minutes every two weeks. The progress report for June, 1992, indicated mastery of 14%
of her objectives, progress in 75%, no progress in 7%, and 4% of the objectives were not
addressed.
A planning meeting was held on May 4, 1992, with the Middle School special
educator. Director of Instructional Support Services, Alternative Program teacher, and
Susan's mother to discuss plans for transition from the elementary school to the middle
school. Timelines were established for many activities to occur prior to Fall, 1992,
placement.
A meeting on June 17, 1992, discussed having Susan's summer IEP include
programming taking place at the Middle School. Susan's summer program IEP included
goal areas of academics and social skills with an eye on middle school transition.
The IEP proposal for the 1992-93 year was also discussed. Susan's grade 7 IEP
covered the time from August 31,1992, to June 15, 1993. Areas covered were
reading/listening comprehension, written/oral expression, math, study skills/organization,
and social skills. Present levels listed reading at the second-third grade level and math at
the first grade level. Placement was 85% regular education with special education pull¬
out for study skills. An individual aide would work with Susan throughout the day.
Speech was for 50 minutes each week and occupational therapy for 30 minutes per week
with the special education teacher providing consultation as needed.
A Written Evaluation Report from January, 1993, noted that Susan continues to
meet Vermont special education eligibility as a student with a significant learning
impairment. She continues to have difficulties with thinking skills, language acquisition,
motor development, and attention.

88

The Woodcock Johnson-Revised (WJ-R) Achievement Cluster was summarized
in this January, 1993, evaluation. An Intra-Achievement Discrepancy chart comparing
Susan to herself in this test had very interesting results. Susan is not performing up to her
own expected achievement levels in the basic skill areas of reading, math, and written
language. Yet, she far exceeds her expected level in broad knowledge. Her evaluator
hypothesized that this phenomenon may be due to the inclusionary model used in the
district as well as the high level of enrichment she receives through her family’s efforts.
Susan's school performance was summarized in her January, 1993, evaluation as
follows:
Susan's teachers all report that she has made a good transition to the
seventh grade. She attends all mainstream classes and is accompanied by
an individual aide. The aide helps her in the classroom with understanding
assignments. The teachers report that much of the success of Susan's
transition is related to the relationship which she has developed with her
individual aide. The aide accompanies her to lunch and assists her with
the menu and costs of items. Susan than [sic] eats lunch with her peers
unaccompanied by her aide.
When indicated Susan's academic assignments are modified by the
Integration Specialist. Her individual aide provides her a significant
amount of support in her academic classes. During the first marking
period of the year, Susan earned grades ranging from the mid-80s to mid90s in all of her classes. Her teachers all report that she is cooperative and
pleasant to have in class.
Minutes of a April 28, 1993, meeting reflected discussion over whether to have
Susan do an extended school year program or participate in the school's federally-funded
Summer Youth Employment Program (SYEP). Susan could get tutoring in basic skills
and a work experience through SYEP. All agreed (including Susan who attended this
meeting) that the work experience program would be beneficial. No special education
program would be needed this summer.
The Team then discussed progress to date. One teacher who could not attend
submitted the following statement:
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Susan continues to do well with a modified course curriculum and with
continued support from her Aide, [ ]. From what I have observed thus
far, her sociomotional [sic] skills have greatly improved along with her
self-confidence and self-esteem. I'm pleased with the support that I
received from the Learning Center on Susan's behalf. Extracurricular
activities should be included in Susan's overall educational plan for next
year.
Susan's three other regular educators agreed with the above statement. Progress from
Susan's June, 1993, IEP indicated that she had mastered 52% of her objectives, made
progress in 44%, made no progress in 2%, and 2% of the objectives were not addressed.
The Team then discussed altering Susan's regular eighth grade curriculum by
deleting physical science and American studies next year. In place of Physical Science,
she could take horticulture, keyboarding, and art. In lieu of American Studies, she could
begin community-based work experiences. Susan's mother stated that she preferred
Susan to go with the regular eighth grade curriculum because she would be in school until
she was 21 years old and there would be plenty of time later for community-based
programming. She felt that it was more important for Susan to stay in the classroom
now.
A review of Susan's regular education record indicated that Susan took the
Stanford Achievement Test in October, 1992. Her scores fell below average in all areas
except fractions, which was listed as average. Although Susan did not attain high scores,
this finding highlights the fact that Susan has been included in standardized group testing
with her grade seven peers. Her final report card for 1992-93 showed all As and Bs.
Susan had made the honor roll each quarter of this school year.
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Student Observations
An adaptation of the Classroom Climate Scale (CCS) was the instrument used to
observe the four case study students in their regular education classroom (McIntosh,
Vaughn, Schumm, Haager, & Lee, in press). The "Teacher Interaction" section was not
used because it was not pertinent to this research study. Two additional items were added
to the "Student Interaction" section to address issues related to this study. The
"Comments" section was adjusted to reflect the research questions in this study.
Two observations per child were performed by the Windsor Central Supervisory
Union's special education staff. Students were observed in both Language Arts/English
and physical education classes. All students were observed by the district special
educator who delivered services in that school to that child. In this way, the observer was
both familiar to the student and to the classroom teacher. The researcher did not observe
the children to lessen the question of bias and any effect she might have had on the
performance of the student and/or teacher had she performed the observations herself.
Factors observed were interaction with nondisabled peers, interaction with regular
classroom teachers, ability to perform tasks within the classroom setting, level of support
needed to carry out expected tasks in the classroom, appropriateness of behavior/social
skills, and interference with the work of others.
Observations occurred over the second semester of the 1992-93 school year.
Letters were sent to teachers prior to the observations stating who would be observing the
child. The teacher and observer then scheduled a mutually agreeable time for the
observations to take place. Each observation was 40 minutes in length. Observers rated
each item on the CCS separately for the case study students and for the classroom
students as a whole.
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Results
This aspect of the study addressed the research questions: (1) Are students with
moderate to severe disabilities achieving successful outcomes when placed in inclusive
settings? and (2) Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students with
moderate to severe disabilities? The type of student, case study student or regular
classroom student, was the independent variable.
Each student in the case study was compared to his/her regular classmates as a
whole to gauge similar performance for certain student behaviors. Interactions were
compared with classmates for class activities, with teacher, and with other students.
A mean score and standard deviation were computed for each item observed.
Table 4.2 displays the results by student-initiated behavior comparing case study student
and regular classroom student. Volunteering to answer questions, showing appropriate
behavior/social skills, and performing expected tasks were scored lower overall for the
case study students. Asking for help and appearing frustrated or confused were similar
for both groups. The rating was identical for making comments of sarcasm or ridicule.
The case study students were observed to interfere less often than their classmates with
the work of others.
Table 4.3 displays ratings for the percentage of affirmative responses scored for
the observed items. Three of the four students were found to be working on the same
activities/assignments and sitting in the same arrangement/formation as the other
students. All four case study students were following the same sequence of activities as
the regular class. Two of the four case study students were using the same materials as
their classmates.
Table 4.4 shows the mean ratings for student/teacher and student/student
interactions. The case study students scored lower than classmates overall in
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participation in class activities and interactions with students. Student interaction with
the teacher was identical.
Table 4.5 shows the mean ratings for level of acceptance by classroom teacher
and students. The mean average for level of acceptance toward case study students by the
teacher was 7.0. Level of acceptance, as demonstrated by other students in the class, had
a mean average of 6.38 overall. The scale ranged from nonacceptance (1) to high
acceptance (8). Acceptance by the teacher was rated slightly higher than by the other
students in the class on the days the case students were observed.
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Table 4.2
Mean and Standard Deviations of Student Initiated Behavior Items
on the Classroom Climate Scale (CCS)

Student-Initiated Behaviors

Mean

Regular Education Students Case Studv Student
SD Mean
SD
Mean

Asks teacher for help

Volunteers
to answer questions

Interferes with the
work of other students

Appears frustrated
or confused

Make comments
of sarcasm or ridicule

Show appropriate
behavior/social skills

Perform expected
tasks in the classroom

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

3.0
2.5
3.0
2.5
2.75

0.0
.5
0.0
.5

2.5
2.5
2.5
3.0
2.63

.5
.5
.5
0.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

3.0
2.5
4.0
4.5
3.5

0.0
1.5
1.0
.5

1.0
1.0
2.0
4.5
2.13

0.0
0.0
0.0
.5

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

1.5
1.5
1.5
2.0
1.63

.5
.25
.5
1.0

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

2.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.25

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

2.0
2.0
1.5
2.0
1.88

0.0
0.0
.5
1.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

3.5
4.5
4.5
5.0
4.38

.5
.5
.5
0.0

2.5
3.0
4.0
2.5
3.0

.5
0.0
1.0
.5

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

4.0
5.0
5.0
5.0
4.75

0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

3.0
4.5
3.5
3.0
3.5

0.0
.5
.5
0.0

Scale ranged from 1-5 with 1

=

rarely and 5

=

most of the time

Total N = 8, each student grouping had an n = 2 for each item
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Table 4.3
Percentage of Affirmative Responses to Classroom Climate Activities

Observed behaviors
Yes
No

Name

Percentage

Is the entire class working on
the same activity/assignment?
Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank

2
2
1
2

0
0
1
0

100
100
50
100

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank

2
2
2
2

0
0
0
0

100
100
100
100

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank

2
2
1
1

0
0
1
1

100
100
50
50

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank

2
2
2
1

0
0
0
1

100
100
100
50

Do Case Study Students
follow same sequence of
activities as regular students?

Do Case Study Students
use the same materials as
regular students?

Are all students sitting in the
same seat arrangement/formation?
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Table 4.4
Means and Standard Deviations for Student/Teacher and Student/Student Interactions

Regular Education Students

Student-Initiated Behaviors

Case Study Student

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

4.0
4.5
3.5
5.0
4.25

0.0
.5
.5
0.0

3.0
3.5
2.0
4.0
3.13

0.0
1.5
0.0
1.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

3.5
3.0
3.5
2.5
3.13

.5
1.0
.5
.5

3.0
3.0
3.5
3.0
3.13

1.0
1.0
.5
2.0

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

4.0
4.0
3.5
3.5
3.75

0.0
1.0
.5
1.5

2.0
3.0
2.0
1.5
2.13

0.0
2.0
0.0
.5

Students participation
in class activities

Students interactions
with teacher

Students interactions
with students

Scale ranged from 1-5 with 1 = rarely and 5 = most of the time
Total N = 8, each student grouping had an n = 2 for each item
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Table 4.5
Means and Standard Deviations for Level of Acceptance
by Classroom Teacher and Students

Name

Mean

SD

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

8.0
7.5
7.0
5.5
7.0

0.0
.5
0.0
2.5

Susan
Maureen
Bob
Frank
Mean average

7.0
7.0
6.0
5.5
6.38

0.0
0.0
1.0
2.5

Level of acceptance toward case
study student as demonstrated
by the teacher

Level of acceptance toward case
study student as demonstrated
by the other students in the class

Scale ranged from 1 - 8 with 1 = non -acceptance and 8 = high acceptance
Total N = 8, each student grouping had an n = 2 for each item

Case Study Teacher Questionnaires
Teacher questionnaires were developed to gather specific information regarding
definitions of success, case study student success, and classroom teacher success from the
teachers working with the case study students (see Appendix P). An additional question
regarding setting preference was asked of these teachers .
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Questionnaires were sent to all regular and special education teachers who came
into contact with the four case study students during the 1992-93 school year. Staff
receiving these questionnaires included classroom/content teachers as well as "specials"
(art, computer, library, music, and physical education).
Twenty-one questionnaires were sent. Thirteen were sent to elementary level staff
and eight were sent to the middle school teachers. Sixteen questionnaires (76%) were
returned as follows: ten from the elementary school staff (77%) and six from the middle
school staff (75%).

Results
The teachers surveyed defined success for students in their class as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

take pride in their work
accept challenges
take risks
keep trying
show growth regardless of abilities
have good self-esteem
participating in class activities and discussion
using what they learn in daily life and other classes
enjoyment and appreciation of subject matter
skill competence and conceptual understanding
has fun, be happy, enjoys success
active listening
shows interest and curiosity
works with peers cooperatively
focused and serious about doing his/her best
doing the best we expect from that child
being able to communicate well
progress in academic areas
growth in individual characteristics
gain confidence in their ability
good student-teacher relationship
feel satisfaction with their efforts
achieve goals and objectives for each unit
self-advocacy
problem-solving abilities
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Question #2 asked if the definition of success they stated for all students was
applied to the case study student in their class. Three of six teachers (50%) responded
"yes" for Susan. Seven out of eight respondents (88%) said "yes" for Maureen. Five out
of eight (63%) responded "yes" for Bob. Four out of six (67%) responded "yes" for
Frank.
Question #3 asked teachers if, in their opinion, the case study student was
achieving successful outcomes in their class. All six of Susan's teachers responded
affirmatively (100%). Five of the eight respondents (63%) for Maureen responded
affirmatively and the other three said "yes" for some of the class objectives. Three of
Bob's eight teachers (38%) responded affirmatively. One teacher answered negatively
and two teachers did not know. The last teacher had positive comments about his
performance but did not answer the question sufficiently to be tallied. Two of Frank's six
teachers (33%) answered affirmatively. Two answered negatively. One said sometimes,
and one said it was too early to judge.
Question #4 asked the teachers how successful they felt in teaching the case study
student. Four of Susan's six teachers (67%) said they felt successful with two noting that
more time was needed with her. One respondent said fairly successful, and one teacher
noted frustration due to Susan's inconsistent retention of skills learned. Five of Maureen's
eight teachers (63%) said they felt successful or very successful. Two noted feeling
limited success. One teacher stated that she does not actually work directly with
Maureen. Four of Bob's eight teachers (50%) said they felt successful. Three noted
limited success. One teacher stated that she did not actually work directly with Bob. One
of Frank's six teachers (17%) noted feeling successful. Three teachers noted feeling
adequate or limited success. Two responded that they did not actually work with Frank
with one comment that Frank's aide does most of the teaching.
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Of the respondent who stated that they did not feel successful, only one responded
to the question: "If you do not feel successful, what conditions would help you feel more
successful?" That one response was a need for more training.
The last item on the questionnaire asked: "In your opinion, is our model of
including all students in regular classes to the fullest extent possible your preference for
educating students such as (case student's name)?" All six of Susan's teachers (100%)
said "yes". Comments by two teachers stated that aide and special educator support was
crucial to the success of our model. One teacher stated:
Susan and other moderately to severely disabled children are the best
testimonials to our model that we could possibly ask for. I look at the
children who have gone on to success in the high school in this model and
am sure that we are on the right track. These students continue to meet
with acceptance and success and will be far more productive members of
the community than they would ever be if they had been segregated and
isolated, or if they had been thrown into the mainstream without intensive
support to sink or swim on their own. The mainstream model works, but I
feel the high level of SPED support we have all (students and 'regular'
teachers alike) received are the key to success for and with these students.
Five of Maureen's eight teachers (63%) answered affirmatively to this question with three
commenting that there needed to be the proper support. Two did not answer this question
and one person said "no". Four of Bob's eight teachers (50%) answered affirmatively
with three stating the need for proper support. Three teachers did not answer this
question and one person said "no". Two of Frank's six teachers (33%) answered
affirmatively with one stating the need for support. One teacher did not answer this
question and two said "no" or "not really".
There is one point to note regarding the unanswered question about setting
preference. This last question was on the reverse side of the questionnaire so it is
possible that some of the teachers did not see it. It is also possible that they chose not to
answer it due to the researcher's position as a central office administrator.
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Interviews
The four case study students, their parents, and one randomly selected classmate
were interviewed. Principals and the special education coordinators in each building
were also interviewed. An interview guide was developed (see Appendices G-L) for each
of the groups. A total of 17 people were interviewed. Interviews were conducted
between February and June, 1993 (see Appendix N). The guided interview format
assured question consistency across participants while allowing for sufficient flexibility
for new discoveries to occur.
Prior to beginning any research activities, letters were sent to the parents of the
four selected case study students describing the study and what data would be collected
(see Appendix B). Each parent was also contacted personally and asked to participate.
Parents were encouraged to discuss this study with their children to assure the researcher
that both parent and child were willing participants. All four parents of the case study
students agreed to participate in this study and signed permission forms. Once parents
gave consent, a letter of thanks was sent to them with a copy of the interview guide that
would be used (see Appendices G and H).
School administrators were called to discuss their willingness to be interviewed.
All five principals and special education coordinators agreed to interviews and were sent
letters of thanks with a copy of the interview guide that would be used (see Appendices I
and J).
Case study students were interviewed after school or on Saturdays so as not to
interrupt their school day. The special educator from the Alternative Program sat in on
all interviews to help the researcher gather as much data as possible. The teacher was
given a copy of the student interview guide (see Appendix K) in advance. All parents
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were offered the opportunity to sit in on these interviews; however, all were comfortable
with the researcher (who they knew) and chose not to be in attendance.
Random selection of the peer to be interviewed was conducted in the following
manner. At the middle school class, lists were obtained for the language arts/English and
physical education classes that the case study students attended. These classes were
chosen because they were the areas selected for observations in this study. Grade lists
that the case student attended at the elementary school were also obtained. Names were
selected by choosing the tenth name on each list after all students receiving special
education services of any kind had been deleted. The English list was used at the middle
level to select a peer in an academic area. The parents of the selected peer were sent a
letter (see Appendix P) informing them of this study and asking if they would allow their
child to be interviewed. A written response sheet was enclosed.
Parents of the first peer chosen for each of the elementary case study students
agreed to have their child interviewed. At the middle school, the first three parents
contacted refused to allow their child to be interviewed. The fourth parent contacted
agreed. Parents were encouraged to attend these interviews with their child since none of
the children knew the researcher. Three of the four interviews were conducted at the
children's homes. One interview was conducted in the researcher's office. Two parents
participated in the interviews; two were in another area of their home while the interview
was conducted. The peer interview guide (see Appendix L) was made available to
parents in advance when possible.
All interviews were transcribed and coded to correspond to the five research
questions: (1) case study student success, (2) general definitions of student success, (3)
classroom teacher success, (4) conditions for successful inclusion, and (5) setting
preference for students with moderate to severe disabilities.
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Case Study Student Success
Frank Frank had a difficult time when asked what subject or "things" he felt he
did well in. He initially interpreted this as grades and stated the name of all of his grade
level teachers from grade one through three. His teacher used his daily subjects chart to
give him a visual display of the activities throughout his day. The interviewer then asked
him again what subjects he felt he did well in. He answered affirmatively to math saying,
. you remember this morning that I did good? [to his teacher]" When asked what he
did not do so well in, he answered science and social studies. When asked why he felt
that way, he responded, "Because, um, everyone's doing it except me." This seemed to
trouble him. He elaborated as follows:

Interviewer: OK, what do you do?
Frank: And [name of aide] tells me to go to work, but I tell her, OK, and
then not do it, and she comes over my paper.
Interviewer: Do you do the same work that the other kids do?
Frank: Nah.
Interviewer: Why not?
Frank: Because [name of aide], um, tells me what to do.
Teacher: In science and social studies?
Frank: Yeah, and, ah, oh, reading. Everything except lunch.
Interviewer: [name of aide] tells you the things to do?
Frank: Yeah.
Interviewer What does your teacher tell you to do?
Frank: [name of aide]? that's not my teacher..[name of teacher].
Interviewer: What does she ask you to do in class?
Frank: She works with everyone except me.
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Interviewer: OK. So...
Frank: She's silly.
[further in the interview]
Interviewer: So is [name of aide] your teacher?
Frank: Nah.
Interviewer So what does she do?
Frank: Work with me.
Interviewer. Yeah, why does she do that?
Frank: I don't know.
Interviewer: [laughs] Do you need her to?
Frank: No way. I don't.
The above disturbing dialogue is consistent with other data that suggests that
Frank received a large amount of his instruction in the classroom from his aide. His
classroom teacher confirmed this in the case teacher questionnaire. Frank's parents
disagreed somewhat about who they felt was responsible for Frank's instruction. Frank's
mother felt that the teacher should be responsible for the primary teaching with the aide
as backup support for instruction. However, she did not think that the teacher could do
this without the aide's support. Frank's father felt that the aide functioned more like
Frank's teacher. He was not sure that the classroom teacher could or should be primarily
responsible for Frank's instruction. This may be a factor in Frank showing the least
overall success of the four children in the case study.
Frank commented that although he felt that science and social studies were "kinda
harder," he said, "It's still good." He then looked to his teacher and asked, "I'm doing
good, right?" She asked him if he thought he was and he said, "Yeah." He did not seem
to know on his own and did not know why. He did, however, feel that he was learning
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everything he should. When he was asked how the interviewer would know, he stated,
"Maybe you'd come to my classes to see me working."
When asked if Frank had friends in his class, he said, "Yeah." He then gave the
interviewer the names of three boys.

A. Peer's Comments. The peer interviewed from Frank's class stated,"... he
does a well job but he's still not caught up with where we are, but he does stuff that I just
learned this year." When asked how he thought Frank was doing in class compared to
others, he felt he was doing "pretty well." He elaborated as follows:
I think that he's caught up with most of the people. Some of the people
didn't even know the math that we're doing. We just learned it at the
beginning of the year and right now, he's doing it right now. Addition,
subtraction, he's not in multiplication or division yet. Or fractions, but he's
pretty high in addition and subtraction.
Interviewer: Great. How about reading?
Peer: Reading. He's good at reading, too, pretty good. He's good at
almost everything. Sometimes he's bad in recess, though.
B. Parents Comments. Both parents felt that Frank was doing an excellent job in
the academic areas of math and reading. They noted progress in the number of words he
had acquired and his skills in addition and subtraction. They were especially pleased that
he could do his math on his own at home for homework and in school.
They were both concerned about his social skills and felt "he needs alot more
work on that, behavior." They felt that his behavior had "fallen back" and felt that the
fact that he did not seem to have as many friends now compared to two years ago was due
to his behavior.
Overall, both parents said they were "very impressed" with the program the way it
is. Frank's father stated, "I'm very happy with the way it is right now. I really am. I'm
very impressed with it." The interviewer asked him if he was just saying that to her. He
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’I'm hoc just saying

_In bunking a'rvxii w hen we first moved to

WcwJstsvk. There were certain things thu I didn't like then, but it's all changed.’

Sob When asked w hat Bob felt were the subjects that he did the best in. he
pointed to the music icon on his communication board. He struggled to answer why and
finally was ahle to push buttons on his touch talker { an electronic communication device)
to state. 'Bob likes music.* When prompted by his teacher to elaborate further, he
communicated thai he liked to use his voice to sins.
w

V*.hen asked how he felt he w as doing in school compared to his classmates, he
selected 'the same.’ This was done by giving Bob three choices of the same, worse, or
better and he used a thumbs up gesture to choose the statement he wanted.
Bob w as asked if there w ere subjects he wished to have taken away. He chose
social studies. He selected the computer icon to state what he would like more of in its
place. Initially that w as all he chose. Since communication is an exhausting task for
Bob. the interviewer pressed him to be sure that he said every thing he wished to say. He
then used his touch talker to state, "Bob, time." When probed by his teacher as to the
meaning of this statement, he pressed "music". He also w anted more time for music in
his day.

A. Peer's Comments. When asked how Bob was doing in class compared to
everybody else, his peer stated:
I think he’s doing very well to see how, um, kind of how he has to learn it,
cause he can't learn it the same way that we can, cause of his disability, but
I think he’s doing very well.
Interviewer Are there any ways that you can see to know that?
Peer Not really, but...
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B. Parent Comments. Bob's mother felt that he had a successful kindergarten
year where he was mainstreamed from the Woodstock Learning Clinic. She felt
socialization was the "prime target." Although she stated that his first and second grade
years were an overall success, the interviewer had the impression that she was not as
happy with those years as the others. She stated,"... I think that, you know, basically it
came across. Bob ha-had a relatively successful year.... For the first two years, I think
they were OK. They weren't bad. Um, it was like a trial and error."
She felt that he made gains and did "really well" in his two years in the residential
placement. She commented that the transition back to the elementary school was a
difficult one for Bob; yet when asked, she did not feel that anything could have been done
to make the transition smoother.
When asked about the present, she seemed very pleased stating:
It's real successful. Ah, he's been real happy. I think he's learning. He's,
his academics are being addressed a lot more than they were last year....
He's more willing to work harder. I'm real pleased about that, too. I think
he really is taking some responsibility for his own program and for his
success.

Maureen When asked what subjects she thought she did really well in, she
answered social studies and language arts. She responded that she did not like math
because "it's boring and you don't have fun." She further elaborated that she had to do
fractions and "'cause no one's there to help me." She did not feel she did well in music or
gym because "you get confused and you get mixed up and stuff." When asked how she
felt she was doing in school compared to her classmates, she said "good". The
interviewer asked her why she felt that way, and she answered, "I work harder" and "I
read good."
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A. Peer's Comments. Maureen's peer was asked how he felt she was doing in
school compared to the rest of the class. He stated that he thought she was a "little slow"
but "I think she'll learn." When asked if he had any reasons to think that, he said, "Well, I
think Maureen wants to learn, so I think the more she tries then the more she'll learn."

B. Parent Comments. Maureen's mother felt that the last couple of years had
been "real good". She felt the first few years were "trial and error". The interviewer
asked her when she started to see positive changes and she stated "fourth grade". Of the
fourth grade teacher, she commented,"... he really is a hands-on teacher, and he just,
um, she blossomed that year." She felt Maureen's fifth grade year was "great". She
stated, "That was the first year that they actually did the Act 230 and she actually felt part
of the class." However, she felt that socially Maureen was not comfortable with her peers
and seemed resigned to that fact stating, "She just isn't, and that's not gonna change. I
don't believe it's ever gonna change. I think it's gonna stay that way."
When Maureen's mother was asked if the program was successful, she stated, "I
think the fact Maureen is comprehending what the majority of her peers in the classroom
are getting. ... She's getting a major part of it, and I think it's working." The interviewer
asked her if she felt that Maureen was successful. She responded, "Yes, I think she is."
Later in the interview, she commented, "So far, as far as the program goes, I think it's a
success for Maureen." She stated over and over that the key to this success was the
teacher who gave 100 percent and wanted Maureen in class. Her final comments are
noteworthy:
I'm real pleased with Maureen's progress.... The difference with her, she
is more apt to openly raise her hand to answer a question. Ah, she's not
afraid to answer a question that might be wrong. Before she would sit in
the back of the room and be nothing more than a prop. She is now
actively taking part in the classroom discussion. She wants to read to the
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classroom. She wants to answer questions, something that she hadn't
wanted to do before, and it's because she feels no different than those other
kids in that classroom. If she was constantly being taken out of that
classroom, she'd still be different.

Susan When asked which classes Susan liked the best, she said study hall, gym,
and math. She did not like science and social studies. When asked why, she stated,
"Well, [teacher] gives me lots of homework and I can't understand it but sometimes I
can." In explaining why she felt she did really well in math, she said it was because she
could do Touch Math [an adapted strategy]. She did feel she did well in social studies,
although she stated earlier that she did not like it, and explained that when she could not
write things her aide would help her.
Susan was asked how she felt she was doing compared to the rest of the class.
She answered, "Well, I think I'm doing really good." She was asked why she felt this
way and she said it was because people tell her and she felt she could do reports and stand
up in from of the class and read.
In math she said there were some students who teased her and she did not like it.
She quickly commented that she liked math but did not like being teased. She said when
she is teased she tells the teacher.
Susan's former special education teacher from the Alternative Program attended
this interview. She commented that she could remember when Susan attended only two
regular education subjects in her day at the elementary school and she hated math. Susan
seemed not to remember (or not want to remember?) stating, "I can't remember, I just
can't." The conversation is an interesting one:
Teacher: Remember, when we first went into [teacher's class] I told you
we had to go for a little while, and you went in? And we just stood at the
back of the room, and you said you couldn't go in.
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Susan: Um, because of my friends in there and I got kind of embarrassed
Teacher: You said you didn't know any of those kids.
Susan: No, I didn't. I know some of them now.
Teacher: Do you wanna go in? To math with me?
Interviewer Shaking your head no. That was hard back then?
Teacher: Yeah.
Susan: It was...
Susan: Well, now I know because some of the friends I know in, I get, I
go break and say hi, and they're older...

A. Peer's Comments. Susan's classmate commented that he thought she learned
"a lot of the stuff we do... and she tries hard, I think." He stated, "She does pretty well."
When asked how he felt she was doing in class compared to the other students, he said he
didn't know.
It might be like when she's doing good for her, then that's, that might be a
little worse than, or I don't know. I think it might be a little worse than
what we think is good, what some people think. I think as long as she's
trying hard, and she gets, she's pretty good about that.
This student was asked if he thought Susan had any friends. He said he had seen
her with a "disabled friend" that she sits with on the bus. He then said she had a couple
of friends "treat her nicely," and she thinks of them as her friends. The interviewer asked
him if they were really friends. He said:
Sort of, well, they sometimes are, I guess. Yes, but not the kind of friends
that like play, go over to their houses and play with them, but they act nice
to her and sometimes they just do something with her. I'm not really sure.
When probed by his mother as to what he thought of taking turns being with her, he said,
"Well, she has her tutor, people talk to her sometimes, and stuff. She's, ah, she seems to
be pretty happy at school."
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B. Parents' Comments. Susan's mother commented that she was pleased that
Susan is able to pick up a library book over a vacation period and read it with her. She
said Susan has the desire to learn and practice her skills at home. She explained, ”1 mean,
there's still the desire there. And this is a book that, it's probably fifth grade level. And
the tests say she's reading between second and third grade level. But the desire's there,
and she's making progress." Susan's mother was extremely pleased at Susan's ability to
problem solve to decide how to handle a family situation requiring her to decide how to
handle a difficult recreational activity.
It seemed important to this parent that Susan be accepted by her classmates. She
recalled that "it was really nice because Susan liked being in the main classroom." She
said something to the effect that "I feel like a big girl when, and I think it wasn't until fifth
grade, part of fourth grade that she didn't have a lot of pull-out time."
Susan's father came home for the latter part of the interview. Both parents
expressed concern that Susan had no after-school friends. They said that the students
were supportive; she did a sport in the Fall. However, they summed up by stating, "The
kids are polite, but they're not friends." This is consistent with the peer's viewpoint.
The last concern that both parents felt was that Susan needed more skills in
learning how to handle situations where her safety might be in question. Her father was
also concerned that her basic academic skills needed further attention. More
modifications to the curriculum in some of her classes and the need to decrease the
amount of her homework to an acceptable level was seen as important.
C. Administrator Comments. Susan's principal had specific information
regarding her feelings about Susan's success. When giving her definitions of success, she
related them to Susan as she spoke. Regarding school attendance, she said Susan hardly
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ever missed school and liked to be in school. In degree of school participation, she felt
Susan had strong parent support and she was involved. The principal responded that the
honor roll was an indicator of success to many parents. It is significant to note that Susan
was on the honor roll all four quarters of the 1992-93 school year.

General Definitions of Success
Repeated responses in the research categories were tabulated. Below are the
responses in order from the most stated to least stated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

positive self-image, feeling good, motivation
both academic and social skills
good grades, report cards
effort, acting the way you should
teacher's feedback
prepared for after-school adult life
have friends
extracurricular, after-school involvement
completing work, doing work independently
ability to show skills learned at home
problem-solving, thinking skills

9 responses
9 responses
8 responses
5 responses
5 responses
4 responses
4 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
2 responses

In addition to general tabulation, a comparison was done in each category to
determine how each interviewed group as a whole (administrators, parents, students with
disabilities, and peers) defined success. Parents and administrators defined success as
students having good self-esteem and motivation nine times, while case students and
peers did not state this at all. It should be noted that two of the five parent responses
were from peer parents who entered into dialogue during the interview with their child.
When asked about criteria for success, one case study parent commented:
... The bottom line is if they're doing something and they feel good about
themselves, and, they have hope for the future that's really successful to
me, and, you know, that means that we've done something right, that
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they're not just gonna sit there and let it, let it happen around them. At
least you know they're gonna be a part of their life, and not just a
bystander.
Another case parent stated, ''Now for [name] because academics is so hard for her, then
we look at how happy she is, her adjustment, you know, what's going on, how she feels
about herself, her self image.” Interestingly, two peer parents felt strongly about this
topic and had specific definitions of success. One parent commented that she always tells
her children to do the best they can and the best on one day may not be the same on
another day because situations in their lives change. She ended by stating that success for
her was knowing that her children feel good about what they are doing. Another peer
parent was asked by the researcher if she agreed with her son's definition of success. She
answered:
Well, if his grades are good, if he has a little positive attitude, and he's just,
you know, constantly getting good reports from other teachers, and they're
happy he likes school. He enjoys it... which I think is as important as
anything.
An administrator stated, "But if we do nothing else but have these kids like who they are,
then I think we've made a tremendous gain."
Both parents and administrators verbalized both academic and social skills eight
times while only one peer stated this when asked.
The motivation of the child. All of those things have to be taken into
consideration, not just academic skills, because you might have someone
with academic skills who can get through a class or a part of a study
without any difficulties at all but have no social skills at all and not really
enjoy just doing it by memory or just because he has to. And that's not-I'd rather have somebody that really wants to learn and enjoys learning and
its a combination of many things. (Administrator)
I think that both academic achievement and social skills are a part of the
overall picture. I think that if I were to really assess someone's school
success, I would look at how well they're managing to become a more
independently successful person both academically and socially and really
internalize in what they're supposed to be learning and using it and
transferring it. (Administrator)
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There are lots of them [definitions of success], and I don’t think you can
choose one component over the other... because if you don't deal with
their social needs, you won’t get a chance in the door with their academic
needs. (Administrator)
To me it's, to me I would think that 80 percent academic and 20 percent
social. (Parent)
I'd say both. I'd say very much both. (Parent)
Case study students and their peers verbalized good grades and report cards six
times while parents did not state this as criteria and administrators stated it twice.
I know I do really good because I normally get good marks in all them
[subjects]. (Peer)
Report cards are the biggest part, but sometimes you can just tell just by
graded papers and stuff and tests. (Peer)
Um, just getting good grades. I don't know. Mostly good grades. (Peer)
On my report card.... Um, like when we take tests. If I get a high mark,
then I know I've been studying and working hard. (Peer)
Um, 'cause I got a good mark.... If I get an 'F, I probably don't do really
good. (Case Study Student)
... Grades. They're a part of it. (Administrator)

It is interesting to note that when asked how important grades were, one
administrator commented, "Not very much because I think grades are extremely
subjective. I don't think we have a good way of doing grades yet. I'm not sure that
they're even necessary so, to me, they're not important."
Effort and acting the way you should was stated once by a parent and once by a
case student. Three of the four peers used this criterion.
I think if a child gives it a hundred percent, and they are still a 'C and 'D'
student, then they're a success. As long as they're giving a hundred
percent, that they're doing the best they can do.... I mean, I don't think
the grade should make a difference. I think it's how much effort they're
giving. (Parent)
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I think the amount of effort you put in sometimes depends on your grade,
but that you should be putting in all the effort you can anyways. (Peer)
Well, if you try hard, then I think it's like a combination. But if you're
trying really hard and you still don't get good grades, then I don't know.
[Interviewer asks, 'What about that? If you're trying hard and you're not
getting good grades?'] Yeah, well maybe you think then you're doing well
for yourself but maybe other people don't think you're doing well. Well,
you know, you can tell if they're a real bad student and like they don't
listen, or they're not, um, thinking hard on tests or if they don't try, or like
they get all the answers right when the teachers ask them and they're
paying attention a lot and they're probably a pretty good student. (Peer)
Seeing how you act is a way of finding out if you're doing a good job. I
think, um, if you wanna find out how the teacher thinks you're doing a
good job or something like a test or your report card like I said.
[Interviewer asks, 'What about if you wanna know? Do you have any
ways of telling for yourself?'] I just go into my mind and I think how hard
have I been working on this stuff and should I be working harder. (Peer)

Teacher feedback was used by three of the four case students and by two of the
four peers. Neither parents nor administrators used this criterion.
[Interviewer asked, 'Are there any other things that make you think that
you're doing good?']
Like my, well some teachers look at you and say, 'All right, you've done
your homework.' (Case Study Student)
Because I got some checks... because I get some stickers. (Case Study
Student)
In recess, I just, I know because I don't, the teacher doesn't say anything
about people that are normally good and I'm normally good. (Peer)
A significant discovery was that all four of the parents defined success as having
their children prepared for adult life after school. No other group stated this as criteria.
To me, a successful child coming out of the program is a child that when
they leave, they graduate from high school, they can step into a, into the
job market, they have a job and they will be successful at that job.. .. And
I think successful is if they can take care of themselves.. .. My main
concern for my daughter is that she can go out and take care of herself
when she gets out of high school.... I want to know that she can get some
type of a job and support herself. (Parent)

115

It's like preparing them now for, I mean that is my biggest thing, prepare
these kids now, all of them, for what’s gonna happen when they walk out
that door in the twelfth grade. (Parent)
All four parents talked about their child having friends when discussing success.
From their comments, this is not a successful area and needs attention.
I stood back and watched this for a long time, and the kids are kinda
floating all around; and you know, they do accept them and then they
don't. Certain things that they will accept them doing, and then there's just
others, forget it. They don't want 'em involved. (Parent)
Because all the kids that used to like him, [names], the boys that used to
come over keep away from him.... I constantly tell him. I'm on him
constantly about it, maybe too much—behavior, be polite, don't fight,
people don't want people that fight, you know, tough guys, but he's in that
tough guy mode. (Parent)
I see that as a very important thing that my child have friends, that have
people that care about them, or a support group, or what have you.
(Parent)
But the whole thing about school is your friends and what you do
especially at this age.... That's the most important thing—who your
friends are and what you do and who likes who and what's going on.
(Parent)
One parent and two administrators used extracurricular and after school activities
to define success. A parent commented,"... the good, the best students usually are
involved in something outside of school somehow someway." An administrator stated
that, "degree of participation in school activities is another indicator. Those kids who
participate in a lot tend to be the ones who do well in school and who want to be there."
Two parents and one case student used completion of work independently as
definitions of success. When asked how you know if you are doing well, one case study
student replied, "Cause I can do it and sometimes kids can help me." When asked how
this student's parents know, she answered, "Well, because in my homework, if I bring
my, if I got all my homework done and go home." A parent responded that if her
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daughter was "holding her own in the class," she was successful. Another parent stated,
"You know, in reading, math, things like that, when he achieves, when he can do all of
his addition without my being right there, to me he's been successful."
Three parents defined success as the ability to use the skills learned at school at
home.
Maureen is learning when Maureen can come home and sit down and tell
us what she did that day, word for word. (Parent)
... Her transference, or I mean, to read a book at home well, there's some
real life-long learning stuff in there. (Parent)
He's come a long way this year as far as subtraction, reading, you know
hand him a book... and him reading to me that's more than I ever
expected. (Parent)
One parent and one administrator used problem-solving or thinking skills.
... the thinking skills that we all are gonna need in the real world, you
know, and showing people how everything is related, and how you use
one particular discipline to help in another, you know. (Administrator)
The problem-solving skills, I mean, it's gotta be universal. Um, because
they're gonna find themselves in situations, it's up to them to figure out...
(Parent)

Classroom Teacher Success
Interview data was coded for classroom teacher success as an attempt at data
triangulation. This question was specifically researched as part of the case teacher
questionnaire section of this study. Although not much was found to address this specific
research question, a few comments are noteworthy. One of the case study parents stated,
"I think under the circumstances, I think they're [the teachers] doing a heck of a job."
This parent further expressed specific praise for the seventh grade team of teachers:
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... the things that come back from Susan, I mean she'll tell me how the
teachers talk with her, you know, just little things that make her feel good
about herself. Even if it's just 'Hi, how you doing,' or whatever.
Another parent spoke highly of two of her daughter's teachers this year. She said,
"This year, there's two teachers that are going out of their way to help her." A third set of
parents had the view that they did not see the classroom teacher as their child's main
teacher. Until the interview, they had apparently never expected a question about the
classroom teacher being the primary teacher to be raised:
Interviewer What I'm looking to get your reaction to is basically who is
your child's primary teacher? Do you see it as his third grade teacher or do
you see it as his special education teacher?
Mother: Well, I think it is the regular classroom teacher then. Um, the
special education teacher, I don't know, that's tough.
Father: When I have a problem I go to [name of child's aide] or [name of
child's special education teacher]. I don't think I've ever spoken to [name
of child's classroom teacher].
Mother: Right...
Father: See, I'm wrong, because I never think of the regular class teacher.
I always go back to [name of aide].
Interviewer No wrong or right here.
Father: And so I never think about [name of classroom teacher]. She [his
wife] thinks about [name of classroom teacher], I always think [aide] or
[special educator].

Conditions for Successful Inclusion
Repeated statements about what conditions were necessary for successful
inclusion and items that were needed for successful inclusion were tabulated. These
items appear below in order from most stated to least stated:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

classroom modifications and adaptations
classroom teachers attitude and willingness to work with child
teaming
friendships with nondisabled peers
special education staff with expertise in inclusive model
training of regular and special education teachers
goal oriented towards adult living/independence
communication between school and home
take it slowly moving towards an inclusionary model
money
administration that supports inclusion
individual aides (blended with the whole class)
participation in extracurricular/after-school activities
parent support from the school and vice versa
well-planned and timely transitioning activities (grade to grade
and to adult life)
clarify roles and responsibilities of staff
involve the students (both students with disabilities and peers)
more time for staff to work and plan together
open discussion of disabilities with peers/classmates

7 responses
6 responses
5 responses
5 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
2 responses
2 responses
2 responses
2 responses

Statements with four or more responses will be discussed and analyzed below.
Most often discussed was the success or need for certain classroom modifications and
adaptations as conditions for successful inclusion. These comments came from
administrators, parents, and the case study students themselves.

Interviewer What are the classes that you think you do really well in?
Case Student: Math.
Interviewer That's your best?
Case Student: Yes.
Interviewer: Why is that?
Case Student: Because I can do Touch Math. I can do lots of things with
math. I can count. I can add. I can do lots of things.
[At end of interview the former special education teacher talked about this
student being afraid to go into the regular class three years prior to this.]
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Interviewer How do you think that got better? Can you tell anything that
you can see? [to teacher]
Teacher: I think the Touch Math, because Susan mentioned that in the
beginning. Once we put those on and learned a pattern for it, she seemed
to take off.
Case Student: And [name of occupational therapist] came in a couple of
times, to study hall, and helped me.
Interviewer: Do the students get the same type of report cards and grading
systems?
Administrator: Yes, they do, but they're modified so that the parent
knows; and I think that makes the child feel that he's just like one of the
other kids, but the card is modified. There's no question about it, but in a
lot of cases they're modified for every child because they sometimes put
the ability, they might put the reading level down or....
Parent: ... Her lessons are modified most of the time. I mean, it's slow
but it's coming. Um, and they seem to be working together well in that the
person that shadows Susan goes into the classroom and is in the
classroom. She's not just with Susan. She circulates, she helps all the kids
which I think, I mean, it's good for all the kids, too, because as I said
earlier, everybody has a different learning style, and everybody is not
going to be able to catch on at the same....
Parent: She doesn't get it from a book. I guarantee you. She does not get
it. She can read it. She just doesn't know, understand what she's reading.
Ah, it's hands on things that Maureen learns.

Classroom teachers were spoken of repeatedly as being a necessary condition for
successful inclusion. The attitude of the teacher and that teacher's ability to adjust and
modify to meet the needs of the student with disabilities was often cited as critical.
Parent: I still think the main thing is the teacher who wants to give a
hundred and ten percent. That's got to be the number one thing is the
teacher. ... I can guarantee you a teacher can make or break this program.
... I think if they can sense that the teacher wants them in there, then
they're going to strive for them. They're going to really push; and if they
don't want them in there, those kids are going to know it and they're not
going to do anything. So I do think that's a main thing right now, is the
teachers' attitudes and whether or not they want this program to work.
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Parent: Um, but getting back to the strengths, I think that the whole staff,
and the whole body of the elementary school has been a strength.
Everyone's been extremely supportive, you know, I mean from the all the
way up, from the art teacher, the gym teacher, music, all the way, you
know the students themselves—everyone's been right there, right on and
very supportive.
Parent: ... Every year it was different, and every year, you know7,
sometimes I mean, it seems like every year it got a little better and a little
better, but it didn't make any difference how well written the IEP was, how
well the program was laid out. It all depended upon the teacher. And I
think that Susan's successful years, the years we look back on, were the
years that the mainstream teacher was a good teacher... a good teacher
that made Susan feel good about herself and that accepted her as a kid. ...
So the committed teachers, the dedicated teachers in the mainstream
classrooms were the ones that made the difference.
Administrator: I think there’s a lot more comfort the last two or three
years, and probably because of change in personnel, a change of attitudes,
and our programs, too.
Administrator: ... I think one of them [case study student] was more
successfully mainstreamed than the other, and the difference was the
teacher.
The third highest set of responses discussed the need for teaming as a condition
for successful inclusion. Repeated comments revolved around the need for staff to work
together as a unit to plan and deliver programs for the case study students.
Parent: ... If you're going to take a pie and you cut the pieces of the pie,
you've got your parents, you've got the special ed teacher, you've got your
primary teacher, you've got your special ed coordinator, and you've got
whatever, and they all fit in there and they all connect the pie, and in the
center of that pie is the child. And you take one piece out of there and it's
not going to work. There's a hole.
Parent: She's not singled out, and I mean, that's a plus for the whole
school system. The teacher has help, and this year, ah, the staff, I mean, to
me it's a beautiful relationship. They really seem to work well together.
Parent: I think everyone's pretty comfortable with each other this year.
Interviewer Do you think the planning team helped do that?
Parent: Yes.
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Parent: I have one more thing to say on this. If Frank was put completely
into the mainstream and didn't have the backup help, he'd be lost. He
would not achieve anything, um, to me that's a really important thing.
Administrator: I think it's very hard to go through the process. I think it
takes a lot of muck and mire to go through it and a lot of learning and a lot
of compromising and a lot of planning; and I think that's the difficult thing
to do, and that's what we're going through now is trying to get everybody
to work together, plan together, to work with those students.
Concern was raised by all of the case study parents over the need for natural
friendships that would carry over into after-school activities. One parent explained that
she had tried various after-school activities. She had put alot of energy into Girl Scouts.
She wanted the children to feel comfortable around Susan and to get to know about her
great sense of humor and to see how much fun she was. She wanted the children to be
more accepting of differences. This parent explained that from attending workshops, she
has come to realize that it is not the adults that work with the children that will get them
to accept each other, it has to come from the children themselves.
Interestingly, all of the peers interviewed spoke of the case study student as an
accepted member of their class; yet none of them were friends or had specifically
interacted very much with the case study student in the classroom. The peer of the above
case study student was asked by his mother, "What do you think are more ways that
people can interact with Susan, I mean, right now, they just kind of accept her in the
classroom but don't really do anything with her." He answered, "I don't know. . . just get
friends, I guess. I don't know. I don't know. I can't...." At the end of this interview,
the interviewer asked this peer if he had any recommendations and he suggested the
following:
Peer: Ah, you might do, like talk to all, more, students like go in front of
the classes or something. Do you do that?
Interviewer: I haven't. I mean I haven't at your school. I have in some
other schools. What would I talk about?
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Peer: Just the same stuff as... ask their opinion or just tell them, make
them aware.
Since "friendships” is an area that has been used as a definition of success, this
lack of natural friendships is an area for further investigation. Programs for the case
study students are not yet achieving success in this area.
Two administrators and two parents commented on the necessity to have special
education teachers with expertise or "know-how". One parent stated, "I think the
teacher, the special ed teacher, is a strength. I think she knows what she's doing."
Another stated, "I think you need that person like [special education teacher] who says
this is what you're gonna do, and you do it, and they do it." An administrator
commented, "We've got the finest people around here, ah, special ed resources, and
people from the outside that come in and work with us, unbelievably great help."
Training for regular and special education staff was highlighted as a necessity for
successful inclusion by both parents and administrators.
Administrator: One of the problems we have is that classroom teachers
have not received adequate training and heaven only knows what adequate
will ever be. .. . I have an experienced staff here who were trained many,
many years ago in a model that we are no longer advocating in any shape,
way, or form.
There needs to be a lot more work done with the staff, so that I am
comfortable saying that the primary responsibility is theirs. The
consultant model of special educators helping the classroom teacher
become more accomplished in this area, I think, is great, and we need to
do more of it; but we also need to do a vigorous training program in the
summer in order that teachers can take that primary responsibility and run
with it.
I also think the workshops that we've offered teachers so far have been
only band-aids, and we gotta get past the band-aids, and I'm not sure how
we can do that; but the one shot deal we all know doesn't work, and I'd
like them to use cooperative learning more because I think that would help
all of the students in the classroom. So, how do I get them there? And it
cost money to get them there.... I think the staff development that we
need to really be effective, we still have not come up with.

123

All four parents were consistent in their need for programs to be future oriented.
Concern was raised that an eye needed to be constantly focused on independence and
vocational training to equip their children with skills for adult living.
Parent: And that's the whole goal to work for as far as education at this
level. You know, that transition into adult life in and the work force.
Parent: You know, the future's a really important thing and always has
been ever since he was little.
Parent: One of the things that I want to really stress is I think somewhere
between fifth and seventh grade, one of the main things that we have to
determine is what is our goal for that child to be when they graduate....
Let her focus on getting her ready to graduate from high school and go
into the job market and support herself. That should be our goal-e very body's goal.
Interviewer: And starting even at fifth and sixth grade to start to do that?
Parent: I think we need to because..it's gonna take that long to get them
ready to go out in the job market.

Consistent, even daily, communication was suggested as a condition for
successful inclusion from all four parents. A few parents discussed the fact that
sometimes this daily communication breaks down and this causes problems because then
it is too late to do anything to correct situations if they become problematic.
Parent: One strength is having that little blue book so I know daily....
Sometimes it breaks down, and it'll go three or four days, and then I'll get
a letter saying [case student name] has been a disaster this week, and oh
my god, it's too late. I know it's hard to take the time, but if it was just
something in there every day, you know, if there was just one line—he was
good.
Parent: Communication has not been great with the classroom, oh not the
classroom teacher, the special ed teacher.
Interviewer: How about with the classroom teachers?
Parent: Classroom teachers...
Interviewer: Do you get enough communication that way too?
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Parent: Well, we don't. We don't get very much communication. I don't
get communication with them only through the aide.

The other recurring pattern regarding communication is highlighted by the last dialogue
above. Most, if not all, daily or regular communication seems to come via the special
education teacher or the individual aide if that child has one. Parents have no negative
feelings about this and even seem to expect communication to occur this way for their
children.

Setting Preference for Students with Disabilities
Responses regarding which type of setting students with moderate to severe
disabilities should be educated were sorted into three main categories: fully inclusive, a
combination with some pull-out services, and fully self-contained. These categories were
chosen to match the parent and teacher survey question regarding setting preference. In
this section, each parent was counted separately (total of six adults) because one husband
and wife did not agree on this item. In all other sections of the interview analysis, sets of
parents were counted only once (total of four). Further analysis with the general survey
instrument will appear later in this study.
No one interviewed selected a fully self-contained setting as preferable. All four
of the peers (100%) stated that students with moderate to severe disabilities should be in
fully inclusive settings. Three of the four case study students (75%) also selected fully
inclusive setting as preferred. Three of the six parents (50%) chose a fully inclusive
setting for their children. None of the administrators (0%) selected a fully inclusive
setting.
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All five administrators (100%) selected a combination setting with some pull-out
services for basic skill work. Three of the parents (50%) also chose this model. One of
the four case study students (25%) chose a combination placement as preferred. It is
significant to note that respondents believe that this combination model is preferred for
all children and not just for children with disabilities. The general feeling of this group
was that they wanted an inclusive setting but acknowledged the need for basic skills to be
taught at the same time.
In discussing setting preference with the peers of the case study students, they had
the following types of comments:
Susan's Peer: I think she should be in the same classes because it's not
really fair if she has to be, um, if she doesn't get to see her friends and all.
And I think that her having an aide with her helps a lot and so it makes it
easier.
Maureen's Peer: I think they should be with the regular classes cause if
they aren't they might not be able to adapt when they have to be with the
regular people.
Bob's Peer: I think that they should be in other classes so that they can
realize and we can realize things about each other and maybe he's kind of
different but in a lot of ways he isn't.
Interviewer: So when you say other classes do you mean like classes with
you or separate?
Peer: If he was in another class separate, you know?
Interviewer: That's what he should be?
Peer: No, that's what he shouldn't be.
Frank's Peer I think they should be in the same classes as everybody else
because it doesn't make any difference of how you look or, um, how you
think, or anything else.
The three case study students who stated that they wanted to be fully included had
the following statements to make:
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Interviewer: Remember when you went to VAC [Vermont Achievement
Center] ?
Bob: Yeah.
Interviewer: Did you like it better than here? No, you're shaking your
head, no.
[His teacher made a communication board for him to point to icons
representing feelings for the next series of questions.]
Interviewer: How did you feel when you were at VAC?
Bob: [points to an icon for funny]
Interviewer: Funny? You felt funny at VAC?
Teacher [to Bob]: Is that right?
Bob: Yeah.
Interviewer How do you feel about going to school back here?
Bob: [points to the happy face]
Interviewer It's the happy face?
Bob: Yeah.
Interviewer: Bob, what if I changed the special ed program, the way it is
now when you go to school, you know, in your class with everybody else.
What if I changed that and I had you go back to everybody being in this
room, and just the special ed kids together and you couldn't be out with the
rest of the class. How would you feel if I said we were going to do that
next year?
Bob: No.
Interviewer: Should you be with everybody else?
Bob: Yeah, [head nodding]
The case study student that seemed to prefer a combination had an interesting
comment to make when asked about having the program changed back to self-contained.
Interviewer: So if I told her [the teacher] to bring everybody back together
in here and just have class in here, how do you feel about that?
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Maureen: That'd be good.
Interviewer It'd be ok?
Teacher: Just the four of you and stay here all day?
Maureen: Y eah, no more working.
It would appear that she perceives being back in a special education pull-out program as
not having to work in school as she now does in the regular classroom.
In one interview, this researcher pressed hard to see if one of the case study
students would choose to be let out of classes she said were hard for her in favor of
classes she said she would like to take. The transcription is a powerful one.
Interviewer If I could take away some of the classes that you said you
didn't like, or that you didn't do so well in, like what was one? Maybe
science or social studies?
Susan: Yeah.
Interviewer: Was there something else that you'd rather do at the school?
Susan: Well, I'd rather do home ec. I like cooking very much. I like
sewing, and I like gym, I like music, I like to sing....
Interviewer: So if I took out a social studies class and I said to you you
could have home ec instead, would that make it better for you?
Susan: Well, not really, no cause I....
Interviewer: I'm asking.
Susan: Well, I, I don't....
Interviewer I mean, you can tell me honestly. What if I said you didn't
have to do social studies, that you were gonna do home ec instead, would
you like that better?
Susan: Well, I like social studies cause if I had home ec I don't know how
much of homework I want, and all that stuff and I, if I had home ec, I
wouldn't have....
Interviewer: That's right, you wouldn't have social studies.
Susan: Yeah, and I, I like social studies but not very much because it's
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hard writing it and it’s kinda complicated.
Interviewer: Yeah, but you wouldn't want me to take you out?
Susan: No.
Interviewer: How come?
Susan: Well, it's a bigger school and I have lots of classes and I like em.
Interviewer What about science? Would we get rid of science if we
could?
Susan: No. [laughter]
Interviewer I'm pushing to see because, you know, it's interesting to me
to see, um, even though a class is hard for you, what I'm hearing, if I'm
hearing you right, is that you're saying that you still would want to stay in
there and do the best that you could. Cause I do have the power to get you
out of that class if you want to, you know.
Half of the parents interviewed stated their preference for a fully inclusive model.
Interviewer: Do you think she gained more of the basic skills being
segregated than she does by being fully included?
Parent: I don't know because the motivation drops way down when they're
segregated, you know, that's a tough one.... It's really a tough call
because I mean Susan was pulled out for adaptive PE in the elementary
school the first year so I went and observed both situations. She was in
regular PE and then she was pulled out to adaptive PE, and I spoke with
the teacher, you know, I don't see the benefit for this pull-out session, and
I said can you explain it? And the PE teacher told me that the kids did not
work as hard, that there was no motivation to do stuff. They tended to
goof off, that they really didn't work hard to keep up with their peers.
Interviewer: Interesting.
Parent: And it, the expectations, were lower in a pull-out situation.
Parent: For my son, and they're all different....
Interviewer: That's right.
Parent: They're all different, um, from the success that I've seen, he
belongs in mainstream. I don't want him stuck in a, which is exactly what
I think of it, stuck in a classroom off somewhere. I think he belongs in the
mainstream, that's where he's done his best.... The way I feel is you, you
crowd these kids into one classroom for twelve years. You have to let
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them out into society, I mean, why not start when they're in grade school,
'cause then they know what is expected of them. They know how their
peers act which the, you know, like I had said in my thing they can model
after them.... and it's just, it's a beginning of a continuation of the rest of
their life.
Parent: It helps these kids know that they are part of the regular school,
that they're part of a system. Ah, when you separate them, it automatically
puts a stigma on them they're different, and if they're ever gonna be
accepted for themselves they've gotta be kept there. The more they're
pulled out, the more different they become. Maureen, I mean, I'm not
kidding, since she has been allowed to stay in that classroom, she has
blossomed.

Those interviewed who chose a combination placement favored an inclusive
setting with minor pull-outs for basic skills and/or remediation only. People who
preferred this model were probed to see if they felt that way for all children or only for
students with moderate to severe disabilities. Everyone agreed that this type of remedial
or supplemental model of instruction was needed (and often preferred) for all children.
There was an almost desperate plea to find a balance between the inclusive setting that
they favored and the ability to assure that these students learn necessary basic and life
skills. This has implications for restructuring to best meet the needs of all students and to
accomplish what appears from this study to be a need for both an inclusive setting and
one-to-one remediation. This is potentially a contradiction in terms unless the total
educational system is redesigned to operate in this manner for all children. Some
thoughts on this subject appear below:
Administrator I think that there should be a combination of learning
outside the classroom and learning within. I feel that for some of our
regular kids.
Administrator My opinion is there should be a combination. I don't like
to see the baby thrown out with the bath water, and I think that separate
education has achieved a great deal in working toward goals for children
with disabilities. And I am very fearful that the move toward educating
them entirely with their peers is going to throw out all of the good things
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that were achieved in the separate kind of program. I think that
socialization is very, very important. I think they should be with their
peers. I think they need peer modeling. I think they need a whole lot of
things that they get in the regular classroom, but I also think that
particularly with kids with severe disabilities that they need life skills.
As far as I've seen, I have not seen a successful integration of a
child where the academics and the life skill curriculum haven't suffered
because they feel that they're bringing them into the regular classrooms
and they should be doing what the kids are doing in the regular classrooms
even though it's only like a tangential relationship, and their old life skills
curriculum, their goals and objectives that were really focused around their
expectancies gets lost, and I worry about that.
But I know of high school programs where there has been an
extremely successful life skills, work skills program completely put out of
the curriculum, and the children from that program were put into regular
classrooms and now they just go to a regular class and sit there. And so
they're putting in their time in a high school and they're getting zero from
it, and they come out of there equipped to do absolutely nothing.
Interviewer: Do you think that there may be high school students that are
not disabled that need that same kind of curriculum?
Administrator: Absolutely.
Administrator: I think it's been very positive for the severe needs students
to be in that classroom, to experience the socialization, to feel as if they
are doing the same thing that their other peers are, but I worry about the
skill level and whether they're getting what they need in terms of that. ...
I'm just not completely convinced that their academic needs are being met
in the model we're using now.
... so that there still, it seems to me, the need for that in which the
instruction is aimed right at where they are, and at directing them to try to
improve their skills.... Do we say OK, then take them out of a study hall
and provide a separate, ah, if reading is their disability area, do we target
reading with a separate curriculum? I think what we've been doing is
helping them with their homework in their existing classes, but I'm
wondering if we're leaving something out of the picture when we do that.
Interviewer: Is this something that children need that are not disabled as
well as some with disabilities?
Administrator: Yes, and maybe even more so.
The tension of finding a balance between full inclusion which is the goal of
everyone interviewed and also being sure that students with moderate to severe needs
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acquire the necessary basic skills is apparent even within the families themselves. One
husband and wife disagreed on where the focus should be:
Interviewer: Some say that all children with disabilities should be
educated entirely with their peers. Others say that children with
disabilities should be educated separately. What is your opinion on this?
Mother: Well, it's probably different than my husband. Because over the
last ten years... I've gone to workshops, you know, every year, and it's
been a workshop not only for parents, but for professionals, teachers, and
everything. And I mean this whole thing about integration has been the
main thrust of these workshops, so I tend to come away and say, oh yeah,
sure, you know I believe it, it can happen.... He tends to think that, well,
it's good for her to be in the regular classroom, but I don't see where she's
getting help, specifically learning how to read, and specifically learning
how to do her math at her level.... I don't know, but I believe that Susan's
much happier in with the regular kids, and she believes she can do more
because she is part of the regular kids. She's exposed to more stuff. She's
not taught down to in that someone says well, why would she ever need to
know about Africa, you know? I mean she has a broader education
because she's with the regular kids and who knows where, what's gonna
imprint, or what's gonna be there, or what she's gonna be able to pull from
in the future. We don't know, but I believe that we're not limiting her by
giving her the broad range of whatever it is in the classroom.
This same type of conflict also appeared between a mother and one of the case
study students. She states, ''I think that was my main thought was maybe to pull him out
and give him more drills on specific things that maybe he should know; but he was not
real keen on being pulled out and separated, so I think, no... and I'm listening to him
more than I have in the past."
When asked if any changes could be made to the WCSU model, one of the peers
suggested, "I mean maybe you have a little special time where they can catch up on the
day, but I'm just thinking that if they miss something during the day, they might miss that
and then never get it back, you know?"
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Interference with Regular Education Students
The last item to be discussed in this section was uncovered during the interview
period. During the first interview, the question of whether or not students with moderate
to severe disabilities interfere with other classmates' ability to learn was brought up
unexpectedly. One administrator reacts to the interviewer's probe question as follows:
Interviewer: Do you think that there are other parents who have children
that they feel have gifts and talents? Often in the past I've heard them say
their kids are still being short-changed because of children with
disabilities. Is there any of that that you hear?
Administrator Yeah, I do hear that. I'm hearing more of that from
teachers than I am from parents.
Interviewer: Really? OK.
Administrator And, I worry that maybe that this is happening. I mean, I
think this is true in some cases, but I think we have maybe a class or two
where this is more of a problem than others. Most cases it's not a problem
because there aren't as many, but I think in one or two instances we have a
classroom where... the average child in that classroom is probably being
affected by it.... It doesn't bother the kids as much as it bothers the
teachers.
The researcher added this as a probe to all the peer interviews to gain their
perspective on the issue of students with disabilities interfering with their ability to learn
in the classroom. Their responses appear below:
Some students feel that when there's a student with disabilities in
their class, like for example [name of case student], that they don't
learn as much, like you wouldn't learn as much because [case
student] is in your class. Others say that it doesn't make any
difference. What do you think?
Peer 1: It doesn't make any difference. I don't think.
Interviewer: OK, do you feel that you're not able to learn or has it
made any difference in your life?
Peer 1: No. I feel perfectly comfortable with him in our class.
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Peer 2: I think it doesn't really make a difference. I think it makes people
open up and realize that, urn, he's not a lot different, and that he can do a
lot of the stuff that we can.
Peer 3: Um, I think that sometimes you don't learn as much, but it's
helped us become like more caring as a class.
Interviewer That's interesting. Now why do you think you don't learn as
much? What happens to make that, to make you feel that way?
Peer 3: Well, sometimes there's just disruptions and stuff.
Interviewer: What kink of disruptions?
Peer 3: Things have to be explained twice or something like that, but it's
really not that bad.... I think they should be with the regular classes
cause if they aren't, they might not be able to adapt when they have to be
with the regular people.
Interviewer Yeah, even with the disruptions?
Peer 3: Yeah, I think it's worth it.
Interviewer: And so I'm really asking the kids if they think that they're
losing out. Do you think you're losing anything by having her there?
Peer 3: No, I think we're gaining something.
Interviewer: How about what you learn by having [case student] in class.
Does it interfere at all with what you're learning?
Peer 4: Not really. Sometimes we work with her and stuff. Sometimes
she needs extra help. She's pretty good.
Interviewer Some people have said to us that students with special needs
like that, by having those students in the class, the teacher has to spend
more time with them and then the other kids don't get what they need to
learn. So I worry about that. I just wanted to know how you feel about
that.
Peer 4: That doesn't happen a lot in our class. He doesn't pay too much
attention to her.

Not one of the peers felt that they were being short-changed by having the case
study students in classes with them. The one peer who spoke of minor disruptions felt
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that it was "worth it" to have students with disabilities in the class. The administrator was
certainly correct in the assumption that this was not a problem for the children.

Findings from the Qualitative Data
The five research questions were answered based on case study data from the
following sources: interviews, record reviews, student observations, and teacher
questionnaires. The findings are shared in this final section of Chapter 4.

Research Question #1: Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving
successful outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
Based on the teacher questionnaires for the four case study students, there was a
marked difference in the success of the students. All of Susan's teachers felt that she was
successful. There were 63% of Maureen's teachers that felt that she was successful. In
Bob's case, 38% of his teachers felt that he was successful. In Frank's case, 33% of his
*

teachers rated him as successful.
Interview data was obtained from the students, their parents, and peers. Susan
generally felt that she was doing well in school compared to her classmates. Homework
was an area of concern to her. Susan's peer felt that she was doing "pretty well" and was
trying hard in school. While the students were generally nice to Susan, true friendships
were questionable. Both parents were generally pleased with Susan's school progress but
they, too, were concerned with the amount of homework Susan received. They both
expressed concern over lack of "after school friends". In Susan's case, her principal felt
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that she was successful because she had good school attendance and participation, and
had made the honor roll.
Maureen felt that she was doing good in school. She felt that she worked hard
and was a good reader. Her peer thought she was "a little slow” but felt because she tries
hard she will learn. Maureen's mother felt that she was successful and felt that the key to
her success was a teacher who gives 100% and wants Maureen in the class. One area of
concern was Maureen's peer relationships which she felt continued to be uncomfortable
for Maureen.
When asked how Bob felt he was doing compared to his classmates, he said "the
same". Bob's peer thought he was doing very well even though Bob could not learn
things in the same way as others. Bob's mother was very pleased with his success. She
felt he was very happy and that he was learning more academic material this year. She
was pleased that he was taking more responsibility for his own program and his success.
Although Frank stated that he did good work in some subjects, he was very aware
that he did not do the same work as the other students in the class. He also commented
that his teacher worked with everyone else but him. Frank was unsure about his overall
success. He often would look to his teacher for confirmation of his statements. Frank's
peer felt he was doing "pretty well", but that Frank sometimes was "bad in recess". Both
parents felt Frank was doing an excellent job in academic areas. They were concerned
about his social skills feeling that his behavior had "fallen back" and that he did not have
as many friends as he used to have.
Student observation data were analyzed by comparing each case study student
with the rest of the class. A student was determined successful if his/her behavior scores
matched those of the class. Overall, the case study students interfered less often with the
work of others than their classmates. In asking for help and appearing confused, they had
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the same ratings as their peers. The areas found to be less successful were in
volunteering to answer questions, showing appropriate behavior/social skills, and in
performing expected tasks.
Record reviews were done to determine success using current-year mastery of IEP
objectives and each student's grades. Susan mastered over half (52%) of her objectives
and made progress in 44% of them. She received all "A" and "B" grades and made the
honor roll each quarter of the 1992-93 school year.
Maureen mastered 23% of her objectives and made progress in 73%. She
received all "Bs" on her sixth grade report card and her level of effort met or exceeded all
requirements.
Bob mastered 12% of his objectives and made progress in 54%. He made no
progress in 29% of his objectives while 5% were not yet addressed. He earned "As" or
"Bs" in math, social studies, and science. He received no grades in language arts,
computer, and health. Some areas were noted as not applicable for Bob, such as oral and
written expression and working independently.
Frank mastered 43% of his objectives and made progress in 42%. He made no
progress in 6% of his objectives while 9% were not yet addressed. Frank's end of year
report card was missing fourth quarter data for basic skills area. However, the review
showed overall satisfactory grades except for following rules and working well with
others.
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Research Question #2: How is success defined for students with moderate to severe
disabilities?
The teachers who worked with the students in the case studies defined success for
students in their class as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

take pride in their work
accept challenges and risks
keep trying
show growth regardless of abilities
have good self esteem
participate in class activities and discussion
use what they learn in daily life and other classes
enjoy and appreciate subject matter
show skill competence and conceptual understanding
have fun, be happy, enjoy success
demonstrate active listening
show interest and curiosity
work with peers cooperatively
are focused and serious about doing their best
do the best we expect from that child
communicate well
show progress in academic areas
show growth in individual characteristics
gain confidence in their ability
have good student-teacher relationship
feel satisfaction with their efforts
achieve goals and objectives for each unit
demonstrate self-advocacy
have problem-solving abilities

Question #2 asked if the definition of success they stated for all students was
applied to the case study student in their class. Three of six teachers (50%) responded
"yes" for Susan. Seven out of eight respondents (88%) said "yes" for Maureen. Five out
of eight teachers (63%) responded "yes" for Bob. Four out of six teachers (67%)
responded "yes" for Frank.
From the interview data, repeated responses were coded to address definitions of
success that participants stated throughout the interview process. Below are the
responses in order from the most stated to least stated:
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positive self-image, feeling good, motivation
both academic and social skills
good grades, report cards
effort, acting the way you should
teacher's feedback
prepared for after-school adult life
have friends
extracurricular, after-school involvement
completing work, doing work independently
ability to show skills learned at home
problem-solving, thinking skills

9 responses
9 responses
8 responses
5 responses
5 responses
4 responses
4 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
2 responses

In addition to general tabulation, a comparison was done in each category to
determine how each interviewed group as a whole (administrators, parents, students with
disabilities, and peers) defined success. The adults and the children often disagreed in
their definitions. Parents and administrators defined success as students having good
self-esteem and motivation nine times, while case students and peers did not state this at
all. Both parents and administrators stated the importance of both academics and social
skills; yet only one peer mentioned these factors upon being asked. The students with
disabilities and their peers often stated that good grades and report cards were their ways
of judging success. However, two administrators defined success in this manner, but no
parents used these as definitions of success. Three of the four peers felt that effort and
acting the way you should were criteria; yet only one parent and one case study student
mentioned these factors. Teacher feedback was used by most of the children interviewed,
but no adult used this criterion.
All four parents defined success by having their children prepared for adult life
and by having friends for their children. No other group used this definition. Three of
the four parents defined success as the ability of their children to use the skills they
learned at home.
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Overall, the case study students and their peers differed from parents and
administrators regarding definitions of success. Parents and administrators all selected
self-esteem/motivation and both academic skills and social skills. No case study student
or peer discussed these items. On the other hand, case study students and their peers
often mentioned grades/report cards and teachers' feedback as defining success, while the
adults discussed these items very little. Parents had two definitions for success that no
other group discussed—having friends for their children and having their children
prepared for adult living. It also appears from this analysis that both the case study
students and their peers agreed more often when defining success. Parents and
administrators agreed on some of the criteria. Below is a summary of responses per
criteria as repeated by each group interviewed (see Figure 4.16).

■ self esteem/motivation
■ both academic & social skills
B grades/report cards
■ effort
■ teacher's feedback
0 prepared for life
□ extracurric
■ doing work independently
■ problem solving
Hshowing skills at home
■ have friends
■ develop skills to ability

5

Parent

Administra Case Study
tor
Student

Peer

Figure 4.16. Definitions of success by interview group
generated by amount of time each item was stated.
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Research Question #3: Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students
with moderate to severe disabilities?
Teachers were asked how successful they felt in teaching the case study students.
Four of Susan's six teachers (67%) said they felt successful. One teacher said fairly well
and one noted frustration due to Susan's inconsistency in retaining information. Five of
Maureen's eight teachers (63%) felt successful or very successful. Two noted feeling
limited success teaching Maureen. Four of Bob's eight teachers (50%) felt successful.
Three noted limited feelings of success. Only one of Frank's six teachers (17%) felt
successful. Three teachers noted feeling adequate or limited success. One teacher
commented that Frank's aide does most of the teaching.
During the interviews, Susan's and Maureen's parents had high praise for their
children's teachers. They felt that the classroom teachers were doing a wonderful job in
teaching their children. Frank's parents did not view the classroom teacher as the primary
person responsible for teaching their child. They praised the special education teacher
and Frank's aide. Maureen's mother also had many positive things to say about
Maureen's special education teacher.
The Classroom Climate Scale allowed for an indirect measure of classroom
teacher success by observing levels of acceptance of the case study students by the
classroom teachers The scale ranged from 1-8 with l=non-acceptance and 8=high
acceptance. Susan received the highest score allowable on the scale (Mean =8, SD=0)
noting high acceptance by her teachers. Maureen also received a very high acceptance
score (Mean=7.5, SD=.5). Bob received a high acceptance score (Mean=7, SD=0).
Frank received the lowest score of the four case study students rating teacher acceptance
as fair (Mean=5.5, SD=2.5).
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Research Question #4: What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel
successful in teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
Interview data was obtained from the students, their parents and peers, and
administrators in each school. Repeated statements about what conditions were necessary
for successful inclusion and items that were needed for successful inclusion were
tabulated. These items appear below in order from most stated to least stated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

classroom modifications and adaptations
classroom teachers attitude and willingness to work with child
teaming
friendships with nondisabled peers
special education staff with expertise in inclusive model
training of regular and special education teachers
goal oriented towards adult living/independence
communication between school and home
take it slowly moving towards an inclusionary model
money
administration that supports inclusion
individual aides (blended with the whole class)
participation in extracurricular/after-school activities
parent support from the school and vice versa
well-planned and timely transitioning activities
(grade to grade and to adult life)
clarify roles and responsibilities of staff
involve the students (both students with disabilities and peers)
more time for staff to work and plan together
open discussion of disabilities with peers/classmates

7 responses
6 responses
5 responses
5 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
4 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
3 responses
2 responses
2 responses
2 responses
2 responses

Research Question #5: Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students,
parents, and teachers prefer?
Based on the teacher questionnaires, there was a definite difference of opinion
regarding their preference for an inclusive model. All six of Susan's teachers (100%)
stated a preference for the WCSU model of including all students in regular classes to the
fullest extent possible. Five of Maureen's eight teachers (63%) answered affirmatively to
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having a preference for the WCSU inclusive model. One teacher answered negatively
and two did not respond to this question. Four of Bob's eight teachers (50%) supported
the inclusive model. Three teachers did not answer the question, and one teacher did not
endorse the inclusive model. Only two of Frank's teachers (33%) preferred the inclusive
model. One teacher did not answer this question, and two said "no" or "not really"
regarding their preference for an inclusive model.
All participants interviewed were asked about their feelings regarding setting
preference for students with moderate to severe disabilities. No one interviewed selected
a fully self-contained setting as preferable. All four of the peers (100%) stated that
students with moderate to severe disabilities should be in fully inclusive settings. Three
of the four case study students (75%) also selected the fully inclusive setting as preferred.
Three of the six parents (50%) chose a fully inclusive setting for their children. None of
the administrators (0%) selected a fully inclusive setting.
All five administrators (100%) selected a combination setting with some pull-out
services for basic skill work. Three of the parents (50%) also chose this model. One of
the four case study students (25%) chose a combination placement as preferred. It is
significant to note that respondents believe that this combination model is preferred for
all children and not just for children with disabilities. The general feeling of this group
was that they wanted an inclusive setting but acknowledged the additional need for more
basic skills to be taught somehow. Figure 4.17 shows a summary of the types of settings
preferred by each group interviewed.
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■ fully self contained

100%

H fully inclusive

m combination
75%

50%

25%

0%
administrators

parents

case study
students

peers

Figure 4.17. Summary of types of settings preferred by interviewed groups.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary
This was a study to investigate the effects of utilizing an inclusionary model for
students with moderate to severe disabilities at both the elementary and secondary school
levels. Opponents of this model (Braaten, et al., 1988; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman,
1989; Kauffman, et al., 1990) argue that the proponents have not built a strong enough
empirical case to be convincing in their arguments. Another group of opponents
(Braaten, et al., 1988; Davis, 1989; Fuchs & Fuchs, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Lieberman,
1985; Vergason & Anderegg, 1989; Weintraub, 1991) raise the concern that this regular
and special education merger is being discussed only in the special education community.
In response to the above criticism, this study was designed to look closely at many
aspects of the case study students who are schooled in a district that uses an inclusive
model. A conceptual framework was created to survey all parents and teachers in order
to provide a context for the four case study students. Then, the four case studies were
developed by gathering large amounts of data from a wide variety of sources to look at
individual student successes. From these qualitative and quantitative methods, the
success of the program model was reviewed. Finally, conclusions and recommendations
were drawn.

145

Research Question #1: Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving
successful outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
Sixty percent of the teachers surveyed in both schools felt that students with
moderate to severe disabilities were achieving successful outcomes in an integrated
setting. Only 11.7% did not think this population was successful. However, the actual
teachers of the four case study students had very differing opinions regarding the actual
success of the students. All of Susan's teachers felt that she was successful. Of
Maureen's teachers, 63% felt that she was successful. In Bob's case, 38% of his teachers
felt that he was achieving successful outcomes. Frank's teachers felt the least positive
about his success with only 33% rating him as being successful.
Two of the four case study students, Maureen and Susan, felt that they were
successful. Bob did feel some success saying that he was doing about the same as his
peers. Frank was unsure of his success; yet he was the most outspoken about his concern
that his teacher did not work with him and that he had his aide working with him all the
time. He pointed out that he did not do the same work as the other students in his class.
The parents of the case study students were all pleased with the success of their
children. Concerns centered around lack of after-school friends for their children.
Through record reviews, Susan and Maureen were found to be doing very well in
both grades and Individual Education Plan (IEP) objectives. Frank was also doing well
on his IEP objectives with 85% mastered or in progress. His report card showed
satisfactory progress in areas that were marked. Bob earned good grades in science and
social studies; but his academic areas were not marked with grades which usually means
skills were too low to be graded. There seemed to be no expectations placed on him for
oral or written expression and working independently. He had made progress in 68% of
his objectives.
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The Classroom Climate Scale (CSS) observation ratings showed that the case
study students scored lower than classmates in volunteering to answer questions, showing
appropriate behavior/social skills, participating in class activities, interacting with
classmates, and in performing expected tasks. Case study students appeared frustrated or
confused, asked for help, and interacted with the teacher as often as their classmates.
Case study students were observed to interfere less often than classmates with the work of
others.
Three of the four case study students were found to be working on the same
activities/assignments and sitting in the same arrangement/formation as the other students
in the class. All four case study students were following the same sequence of activities,
and two of the four were using the same material as their classmates.

Research Question #2: How is success defined for students with moderate to severe
disabilities?
Quantitative analysis revealed that the teachers surveyed felt that skill
improvement, ability to follow through with assignments, and social skills were the items
they used the most to judge student success in their classroom. Grades and test scores
were useful "to some extent"; yet some teachers did not find these useful at all.
The parents surveyed showed almost identical results listing skill improvement,
ability to follow through with assignments, and academic skills as the items they used
most to judge their child's success in the classroom. Grades, social skills, and test scores
were chosen as "fairly useful".
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Through qualitative analysis, repeated interview responses were coded to address
definitions of success. The top five responses listed positive self-image (feeling good,
motivated), academic skills, social skills, grades and report cards, and effort.
Teachers who worked with the students in the case studies defined success for
students as occurring when the students:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

take pride in their work
accept challenges and risks
keep trying
show growth regardless of abilities
have good self-esteem
participate in class activities and discussion
use what they learn in daily life and other classes
enjoy and appreciate subject matter
show skill competence and conceptual understanding
have fun, be happy, enjoy success
demonstrate active listening
show interest and curiosity
work with peers cooperatively
are focused and serious about doing their best
do the best we expect from that child
communicate well
show progress in academic areas
show growth in individual characteristics
gain confidence in their ability
have good student-teacher relationship
feel satisfaction with their efforts
achieve goals and objectives for each unit
demonstrate self-advocacy
have problem-solving abilities

These teachers were asked if the definition of success they stated for all students
applied to the case study student in their class. Three of six teachers (50%) responded
"yes" for Susan. Seven out of eight respondents (88%) said "yes" for Maureen. Five out
of eight teachers (63%) responded "yes" for Bob. Four out of six teachers (67%)
responded "yes" for Frank.

148

Overall, the case students and their peers differed from parents and administrators
regarding definitions of success. Parents and administrators all selected self esteem/motivation and both academic skills and social skills. No case study student or
peer discussed these items. On the other hand, case study students and their peers often
mentioned grades/report cards and teachers' feedback as defining success, while the
adults discussed these items very little. Parents had two definitions for success that no
other group discussed-having friends for their children and having their children
prepared for adult living. It also appears from this analysis that both the case study
students and their peers often agreed when defining success. Parents and administrators
agreed on some of the criteria.

Research Question #3: Are regular classroom teachers successfully teaching students
with moderate to severe disabilities?
Slightly less than half of the teachers surveyed felt that they were successfully
teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities. Given many disability categories
to choose from, over half the teachers felt that students with learning disabilities, physical
impairments, and learning impairments, in that order, could be successfully integrated.
Only 25% felt that students with emotional or behavioral difficulties could be
successfully integrated.
When comparing teachers' statements about their own classroom success with
their overall belief in the possibility of successful integration for different populations,
more teachers believe in the possibility than feel actual success in teaching these students
in their classrooms. For example, the success of including students with physical
impairments and learning impairments was rated overall as successful by 75% and 68.3%
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of respondents respectively. Yet, only 45% of the respondents actually felt successful or
very successful themselves.
Over 60% of Susan and Maureen's teachers felt successful in teaching these
students. Fifty percent of Bob's teachers felt successful; but only 17% of Frank's teachers
felt that they were successful. One teacher commented that Frank's aide does most of the
teaching.
The CSS showed case study student interactions with teachers to be the same as
for other classmates. On a scale from 1 (low acceptance) to 8 (high acceptance), overall
observation rating showed teacher acceptance of the case study students as high with a
rating of 7.

Research Question #4: What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel
successful in teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
Survey results showed that in order for teachers to feel successful in teaching
students with moderate to severe disabilities, they need extra time for consultations,
curriculum adaptation, and for individualizing instruction. Staff gave staff expertise,
administrative commitment, and the flexibility of other professionals the highest rating in
supporting successful integration activities. Interestingly, staff felt that paid summer
planning time and release time were least supportive respectively to successful
integration activities. Conversely, teachers felt that lack of common planning time, large
class size, and negative teacher attitudes were the most serious impediments to successful
integration at their schools.
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Data gleaned from interviews produced a long list of conditions necessary for
successful integration. These items appear below in order from most stated to least
stated:

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

classroom modifications and adaptations
classroom teacher's attitude and willingness to work with child
teaming
friendships with nondisabled peers
special education staff with expertise in inclusive model
training of regular and special education teachers
goal oriented towards adult living/independence
communication between school and home
take it slowly moving towards an inclusionary model
money
administration that supports inclusion
individual aides (blended with the whole class)
participation in extracurricular/after-school activities
parent support from the school and vice versa
well-planned and timely transitioning activities
(grade to grade and to adult life)
clarify roles and responsibilities of staff
involve the students (both students with disabilities and peers)
more time for staff to work and plan together
open discussion of disabilities with peers/classmates

Research Question #5: Which type of setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students.
parents, and teachers prefer?
Over half of the teachers surveyed preferred a pull-out model for students with
moderate to severe disabilities. Thirty-five percent felt that students should receive those
services in the regular classroom. Only six percent felt that services should be in a selfcontained classroom. Most teachers believed that some children's educational needs can
best be met outside of the classroom. One-third of the teachers felt that the integration of
students with moderate to severe disabilities diminishes the quality of education for
regular education students. Almost half of the teachers did not agree that this was true.
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Parents were split over where they would prefer services to be delivered to their
children. Of the parents surveyed, one-third preferred a pull-out model and slightly more
than one-third preferred services in the regular classroom. Eleven percent preferred
services in a self-contained classroom. Seventy percent agreed that some of their
children's educational needs could best be met outside of the classroom. Only three
percent disagreed with this statement. Half of the parents felt that placing students with
moderate to severe disabilities into regular classrooms interfered with other children's
ability to learn.
Based on the teacher questionnaires, there was a definite difference of opinion
regarding preference for the Windsor Central Supervisory Union (WCSU) inclusive
model. All of Susan's teachers preferred the inclusive model. Sixty-three percent of
Maureen's teachers preferred the inclusive model. Half of Bob's teachers stated support
for the inclusive model. Only one-third of Frank's teachers preferred the inclusive model.
All participants interviewed were asked about their feelings regarding setting
preference for students with moderate to severe disabilities. No one interviewed selected
a fully self-contained setting as preferable. All four of the peers stated that students with
moderate to severe disabilities should be in fully inclusive settings. Three of the four
case study students also selected the fully inclusive setting as preferred. Three of the six
parents chose a fully inclusive setting for their children. None of the administrators
selected a fully inclusive setting.
All five administrators selected a combination setting with some pull-out services
for basic skill work. Three of the parents also chose this model. One of the four case
study students chose a combination placement as preferred. It is significant to note that
respondents believe that this combination model is preferred for all children and not just
for children with disabilities. The general feeling of this group was that they wanted an
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inclusive setting but acknowledged the additional need for time for more basic skills to be
taught somehow.

Conclusions
Windsor Central Supervisory Union has made a serious commitment to inclusive
education. The high rate of survey return and personal participation in this research study
from such a wide cross-section of stakeholders demonstrates the desire to evaluate this
model with an eye toward continuous improvement. Students with moderate to severe
disabilities are achieving successful outcomes in many areas. However, certain
conditions have an effect on the degree of success achieved.
How success is defined varies somewhat across the different groups surveyed and
interviewed. Survey results from parents and teachers shows close agreement on their top
five definitions of success. These are skill improvement, follow-through on assignments,
social skills, academic skills, and grades. Qualitative results from interview data show
the top five definitions of success to be positive self-image (feeling good, motivation),
academic skills, social skills, grades and report cards, and effort. Parents of the four case
study students had two definitions that were not generated by any of the school personnel.
They stated that having friends for their children and having their children prepared for
adult life were important indicators of success. Administrators, case study students,
parents, and peers have different perspectives on these definitions. Unless a dialogue
occurs to define what success will be for each child, the question cannot be answered in
any meaningful manner.
Determining progress using report cards and Individual Education Plan (IEP)
goals and objectives is a very difficult task. Formats for both of these documents change
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far too often to gather data for meaningful longitudinal comparison and interpretation. If
educators are to rely on this data to help in determining student success, a better system
needs to be created and stabilized over time.
Teachers surveyed do feel that many students with moderate to severe disabilities
can be successfully included. However, these same teachers are hard on themselves
stating that only 45% felt actual success in this regard. Teachers felt that students with
learning disabilities, physical impairments, and learning impairments would be the most
successfully included. They felt that students with emotional/behavioral disabilities were
least able to be successfully included.
The above data are not surprising in that the three more successfully chosen
disability categories make up the majority of the population of students with disabilities
throughout Windsor Central Supervisory Union (WCSU). Teachers have had more
exposure and experience in teaching these types of students. The students in this study
all have disabilities of learning impairments and/or physical impairments. It is also
significant to note that there are presently no students with visual or hearing impairments
in the districts surveyed.
Gersten and Woodward (1990) stated that a major challenge for educators and
administrators is to provide a system that supports and sustains teachers in the
development of ongoing new techniques and strategies for dealing with students at risk.
This was certainly backed up in this study. Teachers clearly stated the need for time for
consultations, curriculum adaptation, and for individualizing instruction as necessary
conditions for successful inclusion. Schools are still not organized to provide teachers
with sufficient time for the above-needed items to occur. Teachers stated that they felt
that paid summer planning and release time were least supportive of successful
integration activities. Yet, these continue to be the methods that administrators offer
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them most often. The school day needs to be reorganized so that collaboration, planning,
and curriculum adaptations can take place. Skrtic (1991) was correct in saying that the
special education has accomplished all that it can without a change in the system to allow
schools to more easily meet the needs of all students.
The question of where to deliver services to students with moderate to severe
disabilities continues to receive mixed results. Half of the teachers and one-third of the
parents felt that a pull-out model was preferred. One-third of the teachers and one-third
of the parents preferred that the students receive services in the regular classroom. What
seemed to be agreed upon by most adults was that some children's educational needs can
best be met outside of the classroom setting. This view was held for all students and not
just for students with disabilities. None of the administrators chose a fully inclusive
model; they all selected a combination setting with some pull-out services. Perhaps the
conclusion to be drawn here is that there is no right answer to this question. However,
since the children have no problem with inclusion, perhaps it is the adults that have been
unable to change their paradigm to devise a system that can include all children
effectively.
To draw conclusions regarding the success of the program model, the individual
success of each of the four case study students was reviewed. Susan enjoys high teacher
acceptance, is on the honor roll, and has made a great deal of progress on her IEP
objectives. Sixty-seven percent of her teachers feel successful in teaching her. Peer
acceptance is good. Susan has a great desire to be with her classmates in the regular class
and works very hard. Her parents have pushed for her to be included to the fullest extent
both at school and in the community. Susan has not had an individual aide until this past
year when the team wanted to assure her smooth transition to seventh grade. This
portrays a very successful case review. The one area that is cause for concern is in the
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area of after-school friendships. Students have not carried any support and acceptance
over into after-school life.
Maureen enjoys high teacher acceptance, has good report cards and IEP progress,
and has acquired some solid academic skills, especially in the area of reading. Peer
acceptance is good. She has not had an individual aide. Sixty-three percent of her
teachers feel successful in teaching her. She, too, presents a successful profile. However,
as with Susan, friendships are an issue that needs attention.
Bob has high teacher acceptance. His report cards were good in the areas marked;
but many were left to IEP markings and some classroom behaviors were not expected of
him. IEP progress is fair to poor. One-half of his teachers felt successful. He has an
individual aide at all times who the teacher relies on heavily for communication with
Bob, curriculum modification, and all self-care. Peer acceptance is good. He has some
friends due to a concentrated effort on the part of his aide to create a Circle of Friends
network that fosters outside friendships. Although Bob is achieving success in many
areas, this profile does not depict the solid success as presented in the two cases above.
Since Bob has more physical challenges, his teachers are not always able to figure out
what is needed or what the expectations are for him. They rely more heavily on the aide
to program for him which gives them a lesser role in his everyday instruction. It is much
more difficult for teachers to view progress. Often, Bob is let "off the hook" in terms of
performance expectations in the classroom.
Frank received the lowest teacher acceptance rating of the four students. His
report cards were good and his IEP progress was also high. Peer acceptance is good. He
has an individual aide who has been with him for the past three and one-half years. The
classroom teacher has not been primarily responsible for his education. Only one of six
of Frank's teachers felt successful in teaching him. Frank has some social/behavioral
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challenges that affect his peer relationships, especially at recess. As is the case for most
of the case study students, Frank has few appropriate after-school friends. This case is
the most puzzling in that Frank is the student that has been the most integrated of four
students in this study. He is receiving good marks in his academic and IEP areas, yet he
seems to be achieving the least success overall. Possible areas to study further are the
amount of time that his aide works with him versus the amount of time the teacher spends
with him. Frank himself stated that he was bothered by the lack of time that his teacher
spent with him. He also stated that he did not feel he needed his aide. Lack of
expectation that the classroom teacher be the primarily person responsible for his
education may also play a part in this scenario.
From the above data, this program model is successful using many of the
definitions of success generated from this study. However, the individual differences in
cases hint at the following cautions. The data clearly speak to the necessity for individual
aides as a condition of successful inclusion, yet how large a role they play and whether
they assume a teacher's role needs to be carefully weighed. The role that an individual
aide plays must be carefully studied to see the true impact of its effect in an inclusionary
model. Expectations (or lack thereof) play a part in the success factor for students with
moderate to severe disabilities. This can be seen in the lack of expectations on certain
students' report cards and in the expectations regarding who actually plans and delivers
instruction to these students.
The one major area where little success can be seen is in the area of after-school
friendships for students with moderate to severe disabilities. Although all of the peers
interviewed were supportive and kind, none were friends with the case study student.
Students with disabilities are accepted as a part of the class, yet they have not been able to
break through the formal barrier to true friendship status with peers.
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One last point is worth noting at this time. It is often suggested that the
integration of students with moderate to severe disabilities interferes with other children's
ability to learn in the classroom. This was probed throughout this study. Survey results
revealed that 48% of teachers and 38% of parents disagreed with this statement. There
was 33% agreement from teachers and 39% agreement from parents. There was a
sufficient enough perception of interference in this surveyed group for the researcher to
follow-up by looking at this concern through student observation and peer interview data.
On the Classroom Climate Scale (CSS), it was found that case study students interfered
less than their classmates with the work of others. Through interviews with the four
peers, it was learned that not one of them felt that their work was compromised. Further,
it was determined from these interviews that all four of these children were very good
students.

Recommendations
Windsor Central Supervisory Union (WCSU) officials need now to decide how
success will be defined for students and to devise appropriate and consistent outcome
measures to allow for dependable evaluation over time. This system should be developed
for all students in the districts rather than as an add-on to the current system in place.
It is important that WCSU create ways for teachers of students with moderate to
severe disabilities to feel more success in teaching these students. Teachers in this study
believe in the possibility of successful inclusion for students with severe challenges and
are clear about what they need in order to be successful. Administrators and school
boards need to listen to their recommendations and find ways to restructure the system of
education for all students in these schools. Teachers need more time during the day to
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plan, consult with one another, and modify curriculum for individualized instruction for
these students. Ways need to be found to give teachers what they need so that they can
do the job that is being asked of them in an inclusive model.
In relation to the above recommendation, changes need to occur in how we plan
for students' instructional time throughout the day. If the system were reorganized so that
any child had the flexibility to receive instruction outside or inside the classroom, a fully
inclusive system could be devised to meet every child's individual needs. In this manner,
basic skills could be taught without compromising an inclusionary philosophy.
Interdisciplinary teaching, thematic units, and multi-age instructional settings with
cooperative groupings seem ideal means to this end.
Friendships have not naturally evolved for the students in this study in spite of
their inclusive school programming. Ways need to be found to address this issue to foster
true friendships that carry over into after-school life. Since this was an extremely
important issue for all of the parents of these children, prompt attention needs to be given
to this concern.
Staff and parents need to review the role and relationship between the teacher and
individual aides. The students in this study that had the most aide involvement are the
ones that achieved lesser overall success. There is no doubt from the data collected that
aides are an integral part of successful inclusion for many students. Yet, the role of the
aide needs to be carefully reviewed and defined. Questions arise as to how students are
viewed by teachers and peers when an individual aide accompanies a student to each
class. What happens to the student-teacher relationships? Are unconscious barriers set in
place that create less ownership on the teachers' part? Do students with disabilities rely
more heavily on the aide than their teacher for instruction causing less of a need to
interact with the teacher? Does this then create a cycle that distances the teacher from

159

seeing positive gains and growth in their students with moderate to severe disabilities?
Are peer relationships affected by the aide’s presence? It will be important that these
issues be w eighed carelully by each student's team. Training and supervision needs to be
m place to continually monitor this delicate relationship among teacher, aide, parent, and
Student-

Further research needs to occur using a control group that is not schooled using an
mclusionary model. This study is limited in its scope by the nature of the district's
beliefs. Critics may argue that these students were not compared with students not
receiving services in an inclusive setting. This researcher recommends that these case
smd> students continue to be studied in a longitudinal manner through graduation and
into adult life. This will give a complete picture of their long-term success after being in
an mclusionary model.
Additional research needs to be done in the area of inclusion for students with
emotional behav ioral disabilities. Teachers in this study feel that this population can be
least successfully integrated. Ways need to be found to help teachers feel more success
with this population. It is equally important for models to be created to address the needs
of this population within the regular education setting.
Lastly, the opinions and view points of the students need to be more often
solicited. They do not see the barriers or boundaries that adults have come to expect.
Creating an open dialogue w ith them to gain ideas and suggestions as to how to do a
better job at including all students should prove productive. Students in this study had no
problems with full inclusion and often had wise advice to give the researcher. It is this
researcher's belief that the children may be the ones to lead us out of the morass of
controversy over where students with disabilities should be educated and guide us
tow ards a more inclusive community.
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121 Olive Street
Springfield, Vermont 05156
October 14, 1992
Mr. Timothy Barrett, Superintendent
Windsor Central Supervisory Union #51
RR 1, Box 95
Woodstock, VT 05091

Dear Mr. Barrett:
As you know, I am completing doctoral work at the University of Massachusetts. The
title of my dissertation proposal is "The Effectiveness of Utilizing an Inclusionary Model
for Students with Disabilities at both the Elementary and Secondary Levels". I would
like to do my research in the District. The Districts directly involved would be
Woodstock, Woodstock Union Middle School, and Woodstock Union High School.
I propose to use a modified case study design utilizing both qualitative and quantitative
methods to analyze four students' educational programs. These students are currently in
our inclusive educational settings, but have previously attended school in segregated
classes. Interviews, observations, surveys, and record analyses will be used to gather data
for the research study. Three students from the Alternative Program at Woodstock
Elementary School and one student from Woodstock Union Middle School will be
selected for in-depth case study analysis. The four students and their parents will be
interviewed. Peers from the students' classes will be invited to be interviewed.
Observations will be conducted in regular classroom settings.
A parent survey will be sent to all parents who have children at either Woodstock
Elementary School or Woodstock Union Middle/High School. All teachers in the above
buildings (both regular and special education, as well as related service personnel) will be
surveyed. Additionally, building administrators and coordinators will be interviewed.
Through this study, the following research questions will be answered:
1. Are students with moderate to severe disabilities achieving successful
outcomes when placed in inclusive settings?
2. How is success defined for students with moderate to severe disabilities?
3. Are regular classroom teachers instructing students with moderate to severe
disabilities?
4. What conditions are necessary for classroom teachers to feel successful in
teaching students with moderate to severe disabilities?
5. Which type of educational setting, self-contained or inclusive, do students,
parents, and teachers prefer?
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This study is significant because it will expand the empirical research base in determining
whether an inclusive model is a successful educational setting for students with moderate
to severe disabilities. Specifically, it will seek to determine if:
1. Students with moderate to severe disabilities are successful in inclusive
settings;
2. Regular classroom teachers feel a sense of ownership for students with
moderate to severe disabilities in their classrooms;
3. Parents have a preference for an inclusive model;
4. Students with moderate to severe disabilities have a preference for an inclusive
model.
Vermont recently enacted Act 230 (1990), mandating that "each local school district
design and implement, in consultation with parents, a comprehensive system of education
services that will result, to the maximum extent possible, in all students succeeding in the
regular classroom." This study is especially significant in that it will provide information
on the effectiveness of this mandate.
There should be local interest in this study since the Windsor Central Supervisory Union
#51 subscribes to the philosophy of inclusive education. It is important to the district that
it provides the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all of its students.
The study will offer the district an evaluation of this model.
At this time, I am requesting permission to conduct this research study. My data
collection will need to begin in October, 1992, and should be completed by February,
1993. I expect to have the dissertation submitted in March, 1993, with my degree to be
awarded in May, 1993.
Thank you very much for your consideration and encouragement.
Sincerely,

Kathleen A. Callahan

APPENDIX B
PARENT PERMISSION LETTER
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October 26, 1992

Dear
As you may know, I am in the last year of doctoral study at the University of
Massachusetts. The topic for my study is the "Effectiveness of Utilizing an Inclusionary
Model for Students with Disabilities at both the Elementary and Secondary School
Levels."
Much literature has been written about the controversy over whether to educate
students with disabilities in regular education classes or separate classes or some
combination of both. Yet, very little has been reported about actual outcomes for
students and teachers once an inclusionary model has been implemented.
I would like your permission to have
be part of this study. The names
of students will not be used so that their privacy (and yours) is protected. You may
withdraw from the study at any time and you are free to participate or not without
prejudice.
The following specific data will be collected for each student:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

classroom observations
interview with the student
interview with student's peers
interview with student's parents/guardians
record analysis using cumulative and special education files
analysis of student's work

Because your child is now (or has been) educated through Windsor Central
Supervisory Union's Alternative Program, important data can be obtained to help in
evaluation of what is now an inclusive model. I hope that the results of this research can
be used to drive future decisions in the district. Once the dissertation has been
completed, I will share the results with you personally.
Thank you for your cooperation and support. Windsor Central Supervisory Union
wants to provide the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all of our
students. It is only through research to analyze our programs that this is possible.
Sincerely,

Kathy Callahan
Director of Instructional Support
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PERMISSION FORM

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED STAMPED
ENVELOPE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE TO KATHY CALLAHAN. THANK YOU!

[

I give my permission to have my son/daughter,
_, be part of the research study to be conducted
by Kathleen A. Callahan.

[

I do not give my permission to have my son/daughter,
_, be part of the research study to be conducted
by Kathleen A. Callahan.

[_

I am not sure. I would like more information. Please call me at

parent/guardian signature
Printed Name: _
Date: _
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January 4, 1993

Dear Parents/Guardians:
I am in the last year of doctoral study at the University of Massachusetts. The
topic for my dissertation is the "Effectiveness of Utilizing an Inclusionary Model for
Students with Disabilities at both the Elementary and Secondary School Levels."
Much literature has been written about the controversy over whether to educate
students with moderate to severe disabilities in regular education classes or separate
classes or some combination of both. Yet, very little has been reported about actual
outcomes for students and teachers once an inclusionary model has been implemented.
Vermont recently enacted Act 230 mandating that "each local school district
design and implement, in consultation with parents, a comprehensive system of education
services that will result, to the maximum extent possible, in all students succeeding in the
regular classroom." In light of this law, this survey is especially significant in that it will
provide information on the effectiveness of this mandate from your perspective.
There is local interest to all of us in this survey because Windsor Central
Supervisory Union subscribes to the philosophy of inclusive education. It is important to
us that we provide the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all of our
students. This survey will offer an evaluation of this inclusion model from your
perspective.
I have designed the enclosed parent/guardian survey to obtain your perspective on
the inclusionary practices occurring in your school. It is important that you respond to all
of the questions in the survey. You are free to participate or not without prejudice and
you have the right to withdraw from this study at any time. I will make sure that the
results of the survey will be made available to you by placing a copy of my completed
dissertation in your school library. I will also be available to discuss my research upon
request.
I encourage you to provide open and honest responses. Confidentiality will be
assured at all times. It is my hope that the results of this research can be used to drive
future decisions in the district. This research will also be shared with the Vermont State
Department of Education in order to provide them with useful feedback from parents.

169

Please return your completed survey in the self-addressed stamped envelope that
has been provided by January 29, 1993. The code in the upper right-hand comer of the
survey is for evaluation purposes only. Confidentiality is assured. Your informed
consent to participate in the study under the conditions described is assumed by your
completing the survey and submitting it to this researcher. Do not complete the survey or
hand it in if you do not understand or agree to these conditions.
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey.

Respectfully,

Kathy Callahan
Director of Instructional Support Services

Enclosure: Parent/Guardian Survey
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CODE: _
We are interested in knowing something about you; however, this first section is
optional:
Gender:
Male:_

Marital Status:
Female_

Single_

Married_

Age:
Under 21 _

22-30 _

31-39 _

40-49 _

50-59 _

over 60 _

Education:
Some Elementary School_
High School Graduate_
College Graduate_

Some High School_
Some College_
Advanced Degree_

Directions: Please read Question 1. If you have no children receiving the
instructional support services listed, please skip to question 5; if you have checked
any services, please answer all questions on the survey.

1. Do you have children who are receiving the following services? (check all that apply)
_Special Education

_Chapter 1

Enrichment
(Gifted/T alented)

2. Is your child spending more time in the regular classroom this year compared to
previous years?
Yes_

No_

3. Where are those services primarily received? (Select the closest alternative, please.)
a. _regular classroom
b. _separate classroom
c. _pull-out program (in the regular classroom most of the time, but taken out
of class for services)
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4. What is your preferred way for your child to receive services?
a. _in the regular classroom
d._separate classroom
b. _through a pull-out program
c. _other_
(please explain)
5. How useful to you is each of the following forjudging your child's success in the
classroom? Circle the number corresponding to the following rating scale:

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

grades
academic skills
test scores
social skills
skill improvement throughout the year
ability to follow through with assignments
other_
(please specify)

12
12
12
12
12
12
12

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

The following is a series of opinion statements about the inclusion of all students in the
regular classroom and your satisfaction with your child's current educational program.
There are five possible responses:
STRONGLY DISAGREE= (SD)
AGREE=(A)

DISAGREE=(D)
NEUTRAL=(N)
STRONGLY AGREE=(SA)

Indicate your response to each statement by circling one of the five responses.
6. My child's academic needs are
being met more fully this year
than last year.

SD

D

N

A

SA

7. All students should be taught
in the regular classroom.

SD

D

N

A

SA

8. Placing students with moderate to
severe disabilities into regular classes
interferes with other children's ability
to learn.

SD

D

N

A

SA

9. My child's physical needs are being
met more fully this year than last year.

SD

D

N

A

SA

10. My child's social needs are being
met more fully this year than last
year.

SD

D

N

A

SA
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l=a great deal
2=fairly well
3=to some extent
4= comparatively little
5=not at all

11. Some of my children's educational
needs can be best met in programs
outside the regular classroom.

SD

D

N

A

SA

12. My school district encourages schools
to meet the needs of all students in
the regular classroom.

SD

D

N

A

SA

13. Iam satisfied with the education
that my child is receiving.

SD

D

N

A

SA

14. Please check the grades in which you have children, (check all that apply)
Elementary (K-6)

_Secondary (grades 7-12)

15. Please add any additional information or comments in the space provided below.
Once you have completed this survey, please return it in the self-addressed stamped
envelope to Kathleen A. Callahan, Director of Instructional Support Services, WCSU
#51, RR1, Box 95, Woodstock, VT 05091. The deadline for return is February 5,
1993.

THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY!

This is an adaptation of the Restructuring Evaluation Project Parent Survey from the
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, Spring, 1992.
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January 4, 1993

Dear Teaching Staff:
As you may know, I am in the last year of doctoral study at the University of
Massachusetts. The topic for my dissertation is the "Effectiveness of Utilizing an
Inclusionary Model for Students with Disabilities at both the Elementary and Secondary
School Levels."
Much literature has been written about the controversy over whether to educate
students with moderate to severe disabilities, in regular education classes or separate
classes or some combination of both. Yet, very little has been reported about actual
outcomes for students and teachers once an inclusionary model has been implemented.
Vermont recently enacted Act 230 mandating that "each local school district
design and implement, in consultation with parents, a comprehensive system of education
services that will result, to the maximum extent possible, in all students succeeding in the
regular classroom." In light of this law, this survey is especially significant in that it will
provide information on the effectiveness of this mandate from your perspective.
There is local interest to all of us in this survey because Windsor Central
Supervisory Union subscribes to the philosophy of inclusive education. It is important to
us that we provide the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all of our
students. This survey will offer an evaluation of this inclusion model from your
perspective.
I have designed the enclosed teacher survey to obtain your perspective on the
inclusionary practices occurring in your school. It is important that you respond to all of
the questions in the survey. You are free to participate or not without prejudice and you
have the right to withdraw from this study at any time. I will make sure that the results of
the survey will be made available to you by placing a copy of my completed dissertation
in your school library. I will also be available to discuss my research upon request.
I encourage you to provide open and honest responses. Confidentiality will be
assured at all times. It is my hope that the results of this research can be used to drive
future decisions in the district. This research will also be shared with the Vermont State
Department of Education in order to provide them with useful feedback from teachers in
the field.
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Please enclose your completed survey in the envelope that has been provided, seal
it, and place it in the designated box in your school by January 29, 1993. The code in the
upper right-hand corner of the survey is for evaluation purposes only. Confidentiality is
assured. Your informed consent to participate in the study under the conditions described
is assumed by your completing the survey and submitting it to this researcher. Do not
complete the survey or hand it in if you do not understand or agree to these conditions. I
will make sure that the results of the survey will be made available to you.
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey.

Respectfully,

Kathy Callahan
Enclosure: Teacher Survey
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CODE:_
Directions:
This survey is designed to obtain teachers' perspectives on the integration initiatives occurring in
their school Please respond to all questions. Additional space is provided on the back of the survey for
further comments and information. It will take approximately twenty minutes to complete this survey.

GENERAL INFORMATION
1 "Whai are your primary responsibilities?
a. _Regular Education Teacher
b. _Gifted Talented Teacher
c. _Special Education Teacher
d. _Chapter 1 Teacher

e. _Paraprofessional (Chapter 1)
f. _Paraprofessional (regular education)
g_Paraprofessional (special education)
h._Other_

2. Grade Level (s)_

3. Subject Area(s)_

4._Total number of students

5._Total number of classes

f _Number of years teaching
7._Number of years teaching in present position
&._Numbs of years teaching in this school
9._Number of years teaching in Windsor Central Supervisory Union District schools

ML Briefly describe your responsibilities:

Optional:
1L Gender: M_ F_

12 Age:
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CODE:
1.

Did you know that your school district has received Act 230 training funding for the
integration of all students?
YES

2.

Does your school have a written mission statement that includes integration practices and policies?
YES

3.

DON'T KNOW

NO

How has your role changed as a result of the integration initiatives in your school? (Please circle your
response.)
A GREAT
DEAL

4.

NO

FAIRLY
MUCH

TO SOME
DEGREE

COMPARATIVELY
LITTLE

NOT AT
ALL

If your role has changed, briefly describe in what ways.

5. Have you been given released time to plan integration activities?
YES

NO

6. To what extent do you feel the following student populations can be successfully integrated? Circle
your choice using the following rating scale:
1=VERY SUCCESSFULLY
^UNSUCCESSFULLY

2=SUCCESSFUILY
3=UNCERTAIN
5=VERY UNSUCCESSFULLY

EMOTIONAL BEHAVIORAL
DISABILITY

1

2

3

4

5

CHAPTER 1

1

2

3

4

5

GIFTED/TALENTED

1

2

3

4

5

HEARING IMPAIRED

1

2

3

4

5

LEARNING DISABLED

1

2

3

4

5

LEARNING IMPAIRED

1

2

3

4

5

PHYSICALLY IMPAIRED

1

2

3

4

5

VISUALLY IMPAIRED

1

2

3

4

5
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7. Listed below are some of the goals of the integration initiatives that are occurring across Vermont.
Please indicate to what extent your school is moving towards achieving each goal. Indicate your
perception of your school by circling the number corresponding to the following rating scale:
1=A GREAT DEAL
4=COMP ARATIVELY LITTLE

2=FAIRLY MUCH
5=NOT AT ALL

3=TO SOME EXTENT

a. school based management

1

2

3

4

5

b. coordination of services

1

2

3

4

5

c. co-teaching

1

2

3

4

5

d. curriculum development

1

2

3

4

5

e. new instructional strategies

1

2

3

4

5

f. increased parental involvement

1

2

3

4

5

g. improved assessment practices

1

2

3

4

5

h. heterogeneous grouping of students

1

2

3

4

5

i. collaborative practices

1

2

3

4

5

8. What are the major reasons for your own involvement in your school's integration initiatives?
Please check all that apply.
a. _principal believes in it
b. _a colleague asked me
c. _I believe in it
d. _additional training
e. _release time
f. _paraprofessional for my classroom

g. _consultation support for classroom
h. _additional materials for my classroom
i_had no choice
j._other (please specify) __
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9. What is your preferred way for students with moderate to severe disabilities to receive services?
a. _in the regular classroom
b. _through a pull-out model (in regular class most of the time, but taken out of class for
services
c. _separate classroom
d. _other_
(please specify)
10. What are the major reasons for your school's involvement with including all students with disabilities
in regular classrooms? Please check all that apply.
a. _principal believes in it
b. _teachers believe in it
c. _parents wanted it
d. _additional funding
e. _mandated by the superintendent or school board
f. _mandated by the State
g. _other_
(please specify)
11. If you are in a co-teaching situation, how many hours do you spend preparing for and teaching these
classes each week? Check the option that best describes the amount of time of your involvement.
PREPARATION TIME

TEACHING TIME

_0-1 hours
_2 - 3 hours
_4-5 hours
_6-7 hours
_8-9 hours
_10 - 11 hours

_0 hours co-teaching
_1-3 hours
_4-6 hours
_7-12 hours
_13 -18 hours
_19 - 24 hours
_25 - 30 hours

Briefly describe how this time is allocated:

12. My involvement in the integration activities in my school requires additional time in the following
area(s): Check all that apply.
a. _preparation
b. _consultation with teachers
c. _communication with parents
d. _individualized instruction
e. _student assessment
f. _adaptation of curriculum
g. _pre-referral consultation
h. _other_
(please explain)
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13. If you co-teach, which of the following teaching models best describes your situation?
a. _two teachers taking turns teaching whole class
b. _regular education teacher teaches lesson and special
teacher supports
c. _special teacher teaches lesson and regular teacher
supports
d. _special teacher teaches special population in regular
classroom
e. _special teacher takes own students out of classroom
f. _other_
(please explain)
14. How useful to you is each of the following forjudging a student's success in your
classroom? Circle the number corresponding to the following rating scale:
l=a great deal

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

2=to some extent
4= comparatively little

grades
academic skills
test scores
social skills
skill improvement throughout the year
ability to follow through with assignments
other
(please specify)

3= uncertain
5=not at all
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

The following statements address issues related to the integration initiatives occurring at your school. Your
task is to indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with each statement. There are five possible
responses: SD=STRONGLY DISAGREE, D=DISAGREE, N=NEUTRAL, A=AGREE, and
SA=STRONGLY AGREE. Show your responses by circling one of the five responses to the right.
15. The integration of all students
diminishes the quality of education
for regular education students.

SD

D

N

A

SA

16. The principal is supportive of the
integration initiatives occurring
in my school.

SD

D

N

A

SA

17. Some children's educational needs
can best be met in programs outside
of the regular classroom.

SD

D

N

A

SA

18. Students with moderate to severe
disabilities are achieving successful
outcomes in integrated settings

SD

D

N

A

SA

19. I feel I am able to successfully teach
students with moderate to severe
disabilities in my classes.

SD

D

N

A

SA
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20. Rate the degree to which the following conditions impede integration activities at your school? Circle
the number corresponding to the following scale:
l=a great deal

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

2=to some extent
^comparatively little

lack of money
negative teacher attitudes
large class size
negative administrative attitude
lack of common planning time
inadequate facilities
lack of personnel
negative parental attitude
lack of professional development
other(s)_
(please specify)

3 =un certain
5=not at all
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
5

21. Rate the degree to which the following conditions support successful integration activities at your
school? Circle the number corresponding to the following scale:
l=a great deal

2=to some extent
^comparatively little

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

sufficient funding
flexibility of other professionals
accommodations in scheduling
administrative commitment
release time
paid summer planning time
staff expertise
collaborative working relationships among
teachers
i. other(s)
(please specify)

3= uncertain
5=not at all
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4

5
5
5
5
5
5
5

1
1

2
2

3
3

4
4

5
5

KDDmONAL COMMENTS:

THANK YOU FOR TAKING TIME TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY!!
PLEASE DEPOSIT THIS SURVEY IN THE BOX PROVIDED IN YOUR PRINCIPAL'S OFFICE
BY FEBRUARY 1,1993.
(This is an adaptation of the Restructuring Evaluation Project Teacher Survey from the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, Spring, 1992.)
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APPENDIX G
PARENT LETTER WITH INTERVIEW GUIDE
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121 Olive Street
Springfield, Vermont 05156
November , 1992

Dear
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my doctoral study. Your input is very
important because it will provide specific thoughts and perceptions about Windsor
Central Supervisory Union's special education program model from your point of view.
Enclosed is a copy of the interview guide that I will be using. The interview
should take about an hour to an hour and a half. I will call you to schedule it at a
convenient time, and I will be happy to come to your home or to meet with you at some
other convenient location. I will be tape recording the interview so that I will gather
accurate information for further analysis. I am not a very good note-taker (as some of
you know)!
Once the dissertation has been completed, I will share the information and the
analysis with you personally. I have the endorsement of the Superintendent to conduct
this study to gain more in-depth knowledge about Windsor Central Supervisory Union's
special education program. Names and other personally identifiable information will not
be used nor disclosed in any way. You may withdraw from this study at any time.
Again, thank you very much for your willingness to take the time to help me with
this study. I will contact you shortly.
Sincerely,

Kathy Callahan

Enclosure: Parent Interview Guide
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APPENDIX H
PARENT INTERVIEW GUIDE
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Purpose of the Interview
As you know from our phone conversation and my permission request, this interview is
being conducted as part of my doctoral work at the University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, Massachusetts. I have the endorsement of the Superintendent to conduct this
study about Windsor Central Supervisory Union's special education program. This
interview will help me gather information about your ideas and perceptions regarding
your child's school program.

Confidentiality
With your permission, I would like to tape this conversation to insure that I have an
accurate account of our interview. The recording will be transcribed to help me analyze
the data. Your confidentiality will be assured at all times. Your name and the name of
your child will not appear in any document.

Interview Questions
1. Would you begin by describing your child's school history in terms of programs and
placements.

2. Some say that the way to tell if a child is succeeding in school is by their academic
learning. Others say this is judged by social skills. What do you think are the indicators
of your child's school success?

3. Some say that the regular classroom teacher has the primary responsibility for
teaching your child. What do you think about this?

4. Some say that all children with disabilities should be educated entirely with their
peers. Others say that children with disabilities should be educated separately. What is
your opinion?
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5. Based on your experiences, what would you say are the strengths of your child's
special education program?

6. What about weaknesses?

7. Now, let me ask you about your feelings about the special education program. What
are some of the things that you really have liked?

8. What about dislikes?

9. If you had the power to change things about the program, what would you make
different?

10. What didn't I ask you that you feel would be important to discuss?
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APPENDIX I
ADMINISTRATOR LETTER WITH INTERVIEW GUIDE
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121 Olive Street
Springfield, Vermont 05156
November , 1992

Dear
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my doctoral study. Your input is very
important because it will provide specific thoughts and perceptions about Windsor
Central Supervisory Union's special education program model from your point of view.
Enclosed is a copy of the interview guide that I will be using. The interview
should take about an hour to an hour and one-half. I will call you to schedule it at a
convenient time. I will be tape recording the interview so that I will gather accurate
information for further analysis. I am not a very good note-taker (as some of you know)!
Once the dissertation has been completed, I will share the information and the
analysis with you personally. I have the endorsement of the Superintendent to conduct
this study to gain more in-depth knowledge about Windsor Central Supervisory Union's
special education program. Names and other personally identifiable information will not
be used nor disclosed in any way. You may withdraw from the study at any time.
Again, thank you very much for your willingness to take time to help me with this
study. I will contact you shortly.
Sincerely,

Kathy Callahan

Enclosure: Administrator Interview Guide
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APPENDIX J
ADMINISTRATOR INTERVIEW GUIDE
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Purpose of the Interview
As you know from our phone conversation and my letter, this interview is being
conducted as part of my doctoral work at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
Massachusetts. I have the endorsement of the Superintendent to conduct this study about
Windsor Central Supervisory Union’s special education program. This interview will
help me gather information about your ideas and perceptions regarding inclusive
programming.
Confidentiality
With your permission, I would like to tape this conversation to insure that I have an
accurate account of our interview. The recording will be transcribed to help me analyze
the data. Your confidentiality will be assured at all times. Your name will not appear in
any documents.
Interview Questions
1. Some say that the regular classroom teacher should have the primary responsibility for
teaching students with disabilities. What do you think about this?

2. Some say that the way to tell if a student is succeeding in school is by their academic
achievement. Others say this is judged by social skills. What do you think are the
indicators of student school success?

3. Using your criteria above, how are students with moderate to severe disabilities
judged in this school?
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4. Some say that all children with disabilities should be educated entirely with their
peers. Others say that children with disabilities should be educated separately. What is
your opinion?

5. You have had an opportunity to be an administrator in a school that has had both
separate and inclusive special education programs. Would you compare and contrast
these models from your point of view?

6. What didn't I ask you that you feel would be important to discuss?
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APPENDIX K
STUDENT INTERVIEW GUIDE
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Purpose of the Interview
I am in school just like you are only I go to school at night. I am studying your school
program and the extra help you get from special education. I would like to know how
you feel about some things so I would like to ask you a few questions. This will help me
get information about your ideas and feelings about school.
Confidentiality
With your permission, I would like to tape this talk to be sure that I have everything
down correctly. The recording will be typed up to help me review your answers. Your
name will not be used on any paper and no one will ever know exactly who you are to
protect your privacy.
Interview Questions
1. Would you pretend that I don't know you and I want to find out what your school day
looks like? Tell me about your day in school starting from when you get to school all the
way through until you leave.
2. What are the classes you like the best? Why?
3. What are the classes that you don't like so much? Why?

4. What are some classes that you think you do really well in? Why?

5. How about some classes that you don't think you do so well in? Why?

6. How do you know if you are doing well in school?
7. Some students think that getting good grades is the way to tell if they are doing good
in school. Others think that trying your best or acting the way you should are ways to
decide if you are doing a good job. What do you think?

8. Can you remember being in a separate special education class and not being with your
own classmates? How did you feel about that?
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9. Some people say that children with special needs should go to school in separate
classes. Others say they should be in classes with everybody else. What do you say?

9. (a.) What if I changed the special education program (because I'm the boss) and I had
all the students who get special help like you stay in a class together and they couldn't go
to regular classes with the other kids? How would you feel about that?

10 How do you think you are doing in school compared to your classmates (better,
worse, the same)? What makes you think that way?

11. What have I forgotten to ask you that you think I should know?

11. (a.) I am studying about this special education program and how you go to classes
with everybody else. There are some people who say this isn't good because you aren't
learning everything that you should. That's why I am doing this study. I want to be sure
that you are learning everything that you need to. What would you like to tell me about
this?

11. (b.) Is there anything that you would like to change? I'm the boss here and
sometimes I can change things. Is there anything going on in your classes that you might
want me to change?
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APPENDIX L
PEER INTERVIEW GUIDE
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Purpose of the Interview
I am in school just like you are only I go to school at night. I am studying about the
special education program at this school. I would like to know how you feel about some
things so I would like to ask you a few questions. This will help me get information
about your ideas and feelings about school
Confidentiality
With your permission, I would like to tape this talk to be sure that I have everything
down correctly. The recording will be typed up to help me review your answers. Your
name will not be used on any paper and no one will ever know exactly who you are to
protect your privacy.
Interview Questions
1. I want to find out what your school day looks like? Tell me about your day in school
starting from when you get to school all the way through until you leave.

2. What are the classes you like the best? Why is that?

3. What are the classes that you don't like so much? Why is that?

4. What are some classes that you think you do really well in? Why?

5. How about some classes that you don't think you do so well in? Why is that?
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6. How do you know if you are doing well in school?

7. Some students think that getting good grades is the way to tell if they are doing good
in school. Others think that trying your best or acting the way you should are ways to
decide if you are doing a good job. What do you think?

8. Some students feel that when there is a student with disabilities in their class, e.g.,
_, that they don't learn as much. Others say that it doesn't make any
difference. What do you think?

9. Some people think that children with special needs, like_, should go
to school in separate classes. Others think they should be in regular classes with
everybody else like you are. What do you think?

10 How do you think you are doing in school compared to your classmates (better,
worse, the same)? What makes you think that way?

11. How do you think_is doing in school compared to others in
your class (better, worse, the same)? What makes you think this?

12. What have I forgotten to ask you that you think I should know?
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APPENDIX M
SCHOOL DISTRICT ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
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*
**

ELEMENTARY BUDGET PLUS DEBT SERVICE
13 BOARD MEMBERS Budget« $ 4,312,070* Staff = 90 Student* = 643
STAFF INCLUDES FULL AND
TOTAL BUDGET LESS WCSU ASSESSMENT
PART-TIME EMPLOYEES
8 SCHOOL BOARDS - 31 SCHOOL BOARD DIRECTORS
TOTAL STAFF = 247 TOTAL ADM STUDENTS = 1.429
TOTAL DISTRICTS’ BUDGETS = $9,504,509 + $215,721 (STATE AND FEDERAL REVENUE) = $9,720,230

APPENDIX N
INTERVIEW LISTING BY DATE
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Tape 1

Administrator

2/3/93

Tape 2

Administrator

2/12/93

Tape 3

Administrator

2/17/93

Tape 4

Parent

2/17/93

Tape 5

Parent

2/17/93

Tape 6

Parent

2/19/93

Tape 7

Parent

2/19/93

Tape 8

Administrator

2/25/93

Tape 9

Administrator

2/26/93

Tape 10

Case Study Student

3/20/93

Tape 11

Case Study Student

3/22/93
3/30/93

Tape 12

Case Study Student

3/25/93

Tape 13

Case Study Student

3/26/93

Tape 14

Peer/Frank

5/3/93

Tape 15

Peer/Bob

4/20/93

Tape 16

Peer/Maureen

4/22/93

Tape 17

Peer/Susan

6/9/93
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APPENDIX O
CASE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE
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1. How do you define success for the students in your class?

\

2. Do you use this same definition for_?
If not, how do you define success for this student?

3. In your opinion, is_achieving successful outcomes in your class?
Please explain why or why not.

4. Would you describe how successful you feel teaching

If you feel successful, what conditions are necessary for you to feel this way?

If you do not feel successful, what conditions would help you feel more
successful ?
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5. In your opinion, is our model of including all students in regular classes to the fullest
extent possible your preference for educating students such as_?

If your answer is "yes", please explain why you feel this way.

If your answer is "no", please describe how you feel we should educate students
with more moderate to severe disabilities.

OTHER COMMENTS:

NAME: _
(optional)

IF YOU WOULD LIKE TO TALK WITH ME DIRECTLY ABOUT THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE OR ANY OTHER ASPECT OF THIS STUDY, PLEASE
CHECK BELOW AND I WILL CONTACT YOU.
Please contact me.

PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE TO ME IN THE ENCLOSED
ENVELOPE. DROP IT OFF IN THE PRINCIPAL'S OFFICE AND IT WILL BE
FORWARDED TO ME VIA INTEROFFICE MAIL. THANK YOU!!
Kathy
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APPENDIX P
PEER PARENT PERMISSION LETTER
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121 Olive Street
Springfield, Vermont 05156
March 29, 1993

Dear
I am in the last year of doctoral study at the University of Massachusetts. The
topic for my study is the "Effectiveness of Utilizing an Inclusionary Model for Students
with Disabilities at both the Elementary and Secondary School Levels."
Much literature has been written about the controversy over whether to educate
students with disabilities in regular education classes (the inclusionary model) or separate
classes or some combination of both. Yet, very little has been reported about actual
outcomes for students and teachers once an inclusionary model has been implemented.
My research project involves the study of four students with disabilities. One
element of my study is to interview peers of the case study students. It is important for
me to know how other students think and feel about our special education model. I also
wish to compare and contrast programs for students with disabilities and students who do
not have disabilities. Your child's name was randomly selected from a class in which one
of the case study students is attending.
I would like your permission to have
be part of this study. The names
of students will not be used so that their privacy (and yours) is protected. You may
withdraw from the study at any time and you are free to participate or not without
prejudice.
I hope that the results of this research can be used to drive future decisions in the
district. Once the dissertation has been completed, I will share the results with your
school board. I will also review the results with you personally at your request.
Please sign the permission slip enclosed and return to me in the self-addressed
stamped envelope within one week of receipt. If you and your child agree to be
interviewed, I will contact you to set up a convenient time. I will work with you to assure
that your child does not miss any class time.
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Thank you very much for your consideration. Windsor Central Supervisory
Union wishes to provide the most appropriate and potentially successful education to all
of our students. It is only through research to analyze our programs that this is possible.
Sincerely,

Kathy Callahan
Director of Instructional Support Services
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PERMISSION FORM

PLEASE SIGN AND RETURN IN THE SELF-ADDRESSED STAMPED
ENVELOPE AS SOON AS POSSIBLE TO KATHY CALLAHAN, WCSU, RR 1,
BOX 95, WOODSTOCK, VT 05091. THANK YOU!

[ ]

I give my permission to have my son/daughter,
__ be part of the research study to be conducted
by Kathleen A. Callahan.

[ ]

I do not give my permission to have my son/daughter,
_, be part of the research study to be conducted
by Kathleen A. Callahan.

[

] I am not sure. I would like more information. Please call me at

parent/guardian signature

Printed Name:
Date:
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APPENDIX Q
CLASSROOM CLIMATE SCALE (CCS)
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Planner Research Group School of Education
University of Miami

The Classroom Climate Scale is designed to record in an objective manner a
measure of teacher behavior, student behavior, and student-teacher interaction during
class activities with particular emphasis on the consistency or discrepancy of classroom
events between mainstreamed and regular students.
The information on the Classroom Climate Scale is collected through ratings and
observer comments. The observer makes overall judgments for each item. The observer
should be as objective as possible, making judgments on observed behavior without
evaluation of the teacher’s performance. In addition, the observer is encouraged to make
comments and describe reactions in the space provided at the end of the observation
form.

Date of observation:_Observer:_
Time of observation:_to_
j&Iame bf School:_Teacher:_
Grade level:_
Teacher Gender:_

Subject(s):_
Student’s Gender:_

Name of student observed:_

This document has been supported by the United States Department of
Education, Grant Award 8023E90014. Research on General Education
Teacher Planning and Adaptation for Students with Handicaps, to the
School of Education, University of Miami. Reproduction or use of this
document other than for Planning Grant purposes is prohibited unless
expressed permission is given by Sharon Vaughn or Jeanne Schumm,
Investigators, P. O. Box 248065, Coral Gables, Florida 33124._

PERMISSION OBTAINED FROM DR. SHARON VAUGHN TO USE THIS STUDY.
ADAPTED BY KATHY CALLAHAN FOR DISSERTATION FEBRUARY 1, 1993
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M
0
S
T
0
F

DO STUDENTS!

F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
T

0
C
C
A
S
I
O
N

S
E
L
D
E
M

R
A
R
E
L
Y

M
0
S
T
0
F

F
R
E
Q
U
E
N
T

0
C
C
A
S
I
0
N

TLA

TLA

I
M
E

I
M
E

Y

L
L
Y

Regular Students

Y

S
E
L
D
0
M

R
A
R
E
L
Y

L
L
Y

Mainstreamed Students

Performance
Indicator
Codes

1

Ask for help?

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

4. Appear frustrated or
confused?

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5. Do students make
comments of sarcasm
or personal ridicule?

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

2. Volunteer to
answer questions?
3.

6.

Interfere with the
work/activity of
other students?

Show appropriate behavior/
social skills?

7. Perform expected task
in the classroom?
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FREQUENCY OF STUDENTS’
PARTICIPATION/INTERACTIONS
Regular Students

Mainstreamed Students

Performance
Indicator
Codes

In class activities:

5 4 3 2 1

54 3 2 1

With the teacher

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

With other students:

5 4 3 2 1

5 4 3 2 1

CLASSROOM CLIMATE

1. Is the entire class working
on the same activity/assignment?

YES

NO

DNO

2. Do the mainstreamed students follow
the same sequence of activities as
the regular students?

YES

NO

DNO

3. Do the mainstreamed students use the
same materials as the regular students?

YES

NO

DNO

4. Are all students sitting in the same
seat arrangement/formation?

YES

NO

DNO
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COMMENTS
What types of adaptations and levels of support does this teacher use for the
mainstreamed students in this classroom?

How does the teacher include the mainstreamed student into the flow of this
classroom society that allows the mainstreamed child to “fit in”?

Rate the level of acceptance toward the mainstreamed student as demonstrated by
the teacher.
1
2
(Non-acceptance)

3

4

5

6
7
8
(High acceptance)

List teacher’s behaviors that expressed acceptance of the mainstreamed student:

List teacher’s behaviors that expressed non-acceptance toward the mainstreamed
student:

Rate the level of acceptance toward the mainstreamed student as demonstrated by
the other students in the class.
1
2
(Non-acceptance)

3

4

5

6
7
8
(High acceptance)

List student’ behaviors that expressed acceptance of the mainstreamed student:

List students’ behaviors that expressed non-acceptance toward the mainstreamed
student.

APPENDIX R
CASE STUDY PARENT REVIEW LETTER
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WINDSOR CENTRAL SUPERVISORY UNION
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT SERVICES
RR 1, BOX 95
WOODSTOCK, VT 05091
(802) 457-1213
August 2, 1993

Dear Parents of Case Study Students:
Good news! The final draft of our research study has been submitted
to my Dissertation Committee. I will be taking my oral defense of the work
on August 31, 1993.
Before I get to the end of the road, I want to be sure that you have had
an opportunity to review the thesis. I especially would like to know if you
see any inaccuracies in what you have shared with me or anything that
makes you uncomfortable in what I have written. I know the names are
changed; yet I also know that this is a small district so I want you to feel
good about this work too. I would also like any reactions and suggestions
that you may make. Your insights will continue to guide me as I work with
you and the school staff to provide quality services for your child. Attached
is an outline for your reactions. Please return to me by August 16th so that I
will have time to make any changes necessary.
Thank you for taking the time to review this document. Your
participation has been critical throughout this process. I hope you feel as
good about this work as I do. I have learned so much. I am excited to begin
the next stage in our development towards an inclusive school that meets the
needs of all of our children, their parents, and our staff. I believe this
research will steer us down that road.
Sincerely,

Kathy
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Please list any page numbers and line numbers or sentences
1. Inaccuracies:

2. Statements that make you feel uncomfortable:

3. Your insights or reactions to findings:

4. What you would like to see as next steps:

5. Other Comments:

Name:

Date:
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